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1 Introduction
1.1 Introduction and background of the subject
For quite some time now I have had a growing interest in the civil society. I keep 
thinking about different causes and volunteer organisations, asking myself questions 
such as: how do people mobilise themselves and each other to work for issues that, for 
them, are important and significant enough? And what happens after the phase when 
civic activism has grown from grassroots level to something more, possibly even an 
actual registered organisation with paid staff? When a part of civil society slowly 
transforms itself into an institution, does it affect the way it attracts volunteers to fight 
for a significant cause? Or, when a civil society organisation grows older, what happens 
when the so-called first generation civil activists move away from the cause and leave a 
hole to fill?
As a subject of research, civil society and different phenomena associated with it are 
challenging and fascinating at the same time. The ever-changing field of civil society 
might seem hard if not impossible to grasp. That is why my personal interest lies in the 
”civil” part: in ordinary people and their thoughts. Civil society is often seen as a 
collection of different organisations, both large and minuscule, institutionalised and 
very informal. However, as the name very strongly implies, it is also important to bear 
in mind that the organisations and movements are nothing but empty shells without 
people taking action. Ordinary people are the ones that connect the organisations' ideas 
with other ordinary people, and thus, the world. 
I believe it is no exaggeration to claim that for NGOs it is absolutely vital to be able to 
activate ordinary citizens and try to benefit from the enormous potential they have. That
is why I also feel it is important to focus research on those ordinary citizens and the 
ways in which they see NGOs and, on a larger scale, the whole civil society. While 
research on the action NGOs take and their communicative practices is also important, I
have decided to take a different approach and focus on publics' point of view.
Another frame for my research is the internet age, and thus also all the potential the 
internet has offered for non-governmental organisations. Internet has clearly changed a 
great deal about public relations for all organisations, and NGOs are no exception. 
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Communicating directly with publics and individuals can be easy and instant, and the 
same goes the other way round – with the internet, citizens can be able to approach even
large organisations in a more straightforward manner. However, even if all this is 
technologically possible, some questions remain. If people can contact organisations, 
does it also mean that they will – or should – get a response and establish contact? 
Social media, the so-called web 2.0, is another meaningful invention for organisational 
communication and PR, and thus, also for different civil society organisations. It can be 
said to emphasise the dialogic qualities of the internet – not only between individual 
people, but also between organisations and publics. 
There has been a great deal of speculation about the effects of online communication 
and social media for organisations, including NGOs. To name an example, Surman and 
Reilly (2003) highlight several possibilities as well as challenges that NGOs face when 
getting familiar with new media. They see online public relations potentially promoting 
inclusion and equity, and having great potential for collaboration and mobilisation of 
publics (2003, pp. 11-13). However, those issues are hurdles to conquer at the same 
time, demanding new, internet-specific skills and knowledge. It is safe to remark that 
online tools can create a tremendous amount of new possibilities for organisational PR, 
but only when used appropriately. In this thesis I want to avoid technological 
determinism by supposing that simply using the tools does not automatically change the
way the NGOs handle their public relations. 
In this thesis I will focus on the communication, more precisely public relations, of 
different non-governmental organisations. More specifically I want to concentrate on 
what they do online and how it affects peoples' views on NGOs. My interests are 
especially in young adults, who, according to various studies (see for example Pew 
Internet Center 2012) and statistics, are the age group that uses internet the most. It has 
also been argued that the same group tends to have greatest internet skills. This is why I 
want to pay attention to their views on non-governmental organisations: if even half of 
the scenarios concerning online communication and public relations in non-
governmental organisations have come true, it would be logical to assume that at least 
some of their consequences would be visible in young adults' attitudes towards the 
organisations and their work. 
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In my research problem I wanted to combine research on NGOs' public relations with 
the new online environment, while still keeping my focus on actual publics. As the 
internet has widely been seen as an extremely promising public relations tool for NGOs,
I found it natural to focus on the so-called internet generation and aim to find out 
whether the possibilities have actually ignited change in NGOs' public relations 
practices towards this generation, and, by proxy, influenced their reputation. I chose to 
limit my scope to three NGOs which I see as good examples of the internet 
phenomenon: Finnish Red Cross, the Finnish division of Amnesty International and 
Finn Church Aid. The reason behind this choice is the relative similarity of the 
organisations, at least in those aspects that I feel are the most important ones for my 
research. For example, they are all quite large, institutionalised at least to some extent as
well as international both by nature and via their work. While their areas of expertise are
not identical, they still share some similarity. All three are also active online. 
Therefore, my research problem is:
How does NGOs' online PR affect their reputation among young adults? 
The term ”young adults” here is referring to people between the ages of 18 and 30. 
1.2 Main concepts of the study
Some of the key concepts in this study include public relations/PR, non-governmental 
organisations/NGOs, dialogic public relations and reputation. I will briefly define these 
next.
Public relations, or PR, in this thesis means planned communication processes 
between organisations and their publics. This is a view that can be said to be quite 
common among PR practitioners, as for example the British Chartered Institute of 
Public Relations defines PR as ”the planned and sustained effort to establish and 
maintain goodwill and mutual understanding between an organisation and its publics” 
(CIPR 2012). The Public Relations Society of America is along the same lines, stating 
that ”public relations is a strategic communication process that builds mutually 
beneficial relationships between organizations and their publics” (PRSA 2011). 
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Public relations in non-governmental organisations are in my mind an interesting 
subject – PR seems to be generally viewed as something rather corporate. It is not very 
common to stumble upon the term in research, or any other material for that matter, 
concerning the third sector or non-governmental organisations. However, they do 
indisputably practise such communicative action that would, in most cases, belong 
under the metaphorical umbrella of public relations. Examples of this kind of action are 
press releases and other pieces of news on the organisations' web sites or in social 
media, such as the organisations' official Facebook or Twitter accounts. To name a 
concrete example, international human rights organisation Amnesty International 
regularly posts commentaries on current events on their Facebook page and for all their 
followers to see. 
An influential, public relations -related concept in this thesis is dialogical or 
symmetrical PR. I plan to use the two interchangeably, as synonyms, as it is often 
argued that symmetrical public relations creates dialogue. The concepts refer to public 
relations processes where the organisation aims to create a symmetrical, dialogical 
relationship with its publics. This means not just planning to achieve the organisation's 
PR goals, but also listening to the publics and letting them influence the organisation, 
not just the other way round. Organisations inevitably have their own interests in mind, 
and they obviously also influence this process. The desirable outcome for dialogic PR 
is, however, fulfilling both the interests of the organisation and its publics. 
Non-governmental organisations, or NGOs, refer to non-profit organisations that 
function on a local, national or transnational level and are independent from any 
governmental control. The sphere of NGOs is extremely wide, ranging from small local 
groups to multinational institutions such as the United Nations. A large number of 
NGOs are centred on specific issues such as environmental concerns or human rights. 
Non-governmental organisations form an integral part of civil society; therefore the 
term civil society organisation (CSO) is sometimes also used. However, in this thesis I 
will be referring to these organisations only as NGOs.  
Reputation is another influential concept for me in this thesis. While strictly put, I am 
not doing reputation management research in this study, the concept is still a central one
in measuring the publics' attitudes towards NGOs. I refer to reputation as a 
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representation of the organisation: a collection of its past events, future views, actions 
and communication, seen from the publics' angle. As the reputation of an organisation 
more or less determines its rank among others in citizens' eyes, it is clear that a good 
reputation is extremely desirable for all organisations.
1.3 Structure of the study
After having defined my research problem and research questions and provided some 
background information about them, I will present my theoretical framework. In chapter
2, I will focus on PR, starting from what it actually means to me in this study and later 
introducing my approach to PR and presenting theoretical models useful for this study. I
will also analyse the models in light of the critique presented about them.
Chapter 3 takes the theoretical frame further and concentrates on online PR and its 
characteristics. My aim is to examine the theoretical implications associated with 
namely public relations online as opposed to public relations in general.
Chapter 4 focuses on reputation, which is another important concept in my analysis. 
First I will present different views on reputation and its use in public relations research, 
then explain the model I chose to use in this study. 
In chapter 5 I will introduce the critical mindset of public relations which I aim to use 
throughout the study. Even if this is not an actual, specific theory in my frame, the 
critical approach will follow as a sort of backdrop for the analysis.
Chapter 6 will focus on previous research about the subject, combining other scholars' 
views on online PR and non-governmental organisations. I will look into the results as 
well as the use of existing theory; if the theoretical background in the studies is similar 
to my own, is there something the results could tell me about the theoretical models 
even before actually executing the study?
In chapter 7 I will concentrate on methodology. This means presenting my chosen 
research method for the study and providing the reasoning behind the decision. I will 
analyse the strengths and weaknesses of the method as well as describe its actual 
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implementation. I will also turn my attention to research ethics as well as analyse and 
decide on the operationalisation of the main research concepts. I will also present the 
three organisations my research focuses on.
Chapter 8 is mostly about the survey and its initial results in general – I will explain the 
methods I used to get answers as well as take a look into the respondents' profile. This is
important especially because profiling the respondents helps me determine the degree to
which the analysis results can be generalised.
Chapter 9 is my main analysis chapter. Starting from examining correlations, the 
chapter includes analysis of the reputation of the NGOs as well as answering my actual 
research problem via two research questions. 
Last, I will conclude my findings and analyse them in light of my theoretical 
background in chapter 10.
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2 Public relations in society
The term ”public relations” has many implications depending on how it is seen. It is 
often viewed in a negative light; for example Gregory (2010) writes about the bad 
reputation the term PR tends to have in the United Kingdom, stating that for some 
people PR nearly equals spin-doctoring or propaganda (2010, pp. 99-100). Even though 
the term PR might have some negative implications, one can argue that for a concept 
such as this, there are as many definitions as there are people practising it and writing 
about it. However, most of them suggest PR is always a planned activity.  
Countless theorists have also established their personal views on PR and made more or 
less direct suggestions about how it should be practised or concentrated on some 
specific points. Here I have found critical PR theory to be the most useful approach, and
this will be explained in detail in chapter 5.
My theoretical base consists of four parts: the excellence theory of public relations (and 
its later implementations) formulated by Grunig and his research group, online public 
relations theory, reputation theory and critical PR theory. All four are supposed to 
complement each other: the excellence and online PR theories as well as reputation 
theory are the main theoretical elements on which I base my research questions, while 
critical PR is more of an all-around point of view throughout this study. I plan to 
incorporate critical thought into the selection of theoretical elements, the 
implementation of theory in my actual research as well as the analysis of the results.
2.1 Two-way symmetrical communication, the ideal for public relations?
This chapter has as its aim to shed some light on the PR theories developed by James E. 
Grunig and his partners. Grunig, one might claim, is best known for his four models of 
public relations, developed with Hunt. As Grunig presents, they were one of the first 
scholars to start researching public relations behaviour as a dependent variable, and in 
the end presented four models for describing contemporary public relations (2001, p. 
11). These four models are called press agentry/publicity, public information, two-way 
symmetrical and two-way asymmetrical, where the first two are seen one-way models, 
delivering information from the organisation to the public. 
13
The press agentry/publicity model is described in brief as the PR practitioners seeking 
attention for their organisation in practically any way possible, whereas the public 
information model is sort of a step ahead: the information given about the organisation 
is accurate but usually also one-sided with only the positive and favourable contents 
being disseminated. (2001, pp. 11-12). Two-way asymmetrical communication has the 
organisation interacting with the public, but only in order to do research and therefore 
finding out how to persuade them to behave in a way deemed appropriate by the 
organisation (ibid.). 
Two-way symmetrical communication is described as the best practice, involving 
dialogue between the organisation and the public. The key aim of the two-way 
symmetrical model is, according to Grunig, to influence both the public and the 
organisation. (2001, p. 12). Grunig sees it as an effective model, serving the interests of 
the organisation better than the two-way asymmetrical model, which at first glance 
might seem to be the model that works best for the organisations (ibid.).  
Grunig refers to Murphy, who has developed the original idea of two-way symmetrical 
and asymmetrical communication further, merging the two models to form what she 
calls the mixed-motive model. In this model, organisations simultaneously try to satisfy 
their own needs and the public's interests (Murphy 1991, cited in Grunig 2001, p. 12). 
However, Grunig claims that this mixed-motive model actually describes the two-way 
symmetrical communication model as it was always intended; the original idea was not 
to see the organisations as completely accommodating to the public's views and 
interests, and it is not a model of pure cooperation either, rather than a cooperative 
model where the organisation still has its own interests to be satisfied (2001, p. 12).
 Dozier et al. have, according to Grunig, also developed an updated version of the two-
way symmetrical model based on research. The model presents a public relations 
continuum, which has two asymmetrical ends and a ”win-win” zone in the middle. In 
brief, the model sees the mixed-motive model as the ideal solution that benefits both 
organisations and publics as well as finds common ground for the two, whereas 
favouring only the interests of one party and excluding the other is always seen as 
asymmetrical – even in cases where the publics' opinions are the dominant ones. 
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(Dozier et al. 1995, cited in Grunig 2001, pp. 25-26)
After being published, the four-model theory, especially the two-way symmetrical 
model of communication, has become very popular and commonly used in PR research.
That is why it has also received a fair amount of criticism. According to Grunig, 
especially critical scholars such as L'Etang and Piezcka have found his theory 
inadequate and are concerned about the normative ideal they feel the two-way 
symmetrical model is, thinking it means imposing one particular point of view to the 
field of PR practice. Grunig replies by presenting research evidence proving that, 
besides being the most effective PR model in theory, it is also that in practice. Thus, 
according to him, it wouldn't be ”Victorian paternalism” or closed-minded to suggest 
using the two-way symmetrical model in PR practices, as it has been proven to be the 
most effective one. (2001, pp. 16-17) 
In addition to this, the two-way symmetrical model has also been said to reflect views 
that are too utopian or idealistic (2001). Grunig, on the other hand, feels that most of the
critics have somewhat misunderstood the underlying idea of the theory, thinking it 
presents arguments that actually were never implied. To name an example, he claims the
model has been thought to assume a desire for harmony and equilibrium in society, 
which, in fact, it does not. (2001, p. 27). Grunig points out that in his view, symmetrical 
PR doesn't take place in a completely ideal situation characterised by goodwill and 
desire for harmony. Instead, the model is more about different groups – organisations as 
well as publics – coming together in order to enhance everyone's personal interests. The 
situation is clearly dialogical, but also argumentative, not forgetting persuasion and 
debate. Grunig argues that relationship building and mutual understanding often occur 
in situations like these precisely because they are more effective in conflict resolution – 
again bringing us to the effectiveness of the model. (ibid., p. 18)
 Grunig acknowledges the numerous misinterpretations and states that they suggest he 
hasn't fully succeeded in explaining his view of the concept of symmetry behind the 
theory (2001, p. 27). L'Etang, one of the critics, also notes this, and writes that after 
taking into account the criticism, Grunig has had to consider alternative interpretations 
(2008, p. 12). This comes down to the fact that Grunig, with other scholars, has 
developed the original theory further to form a new one: the excellent public relations 
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theory, which will be the focus of the next chapter.
2.2 Excellent public relations theory: PR as a contributor to effectiveness
Two-way symmetrical theory can be seen not just as a justifiable theory on its own, but 
also a starting point for more PR research. In this case, James E. Grunig along with 
Larissa Grunig, David Dozier and other scholars moved along using the concept of 
symmetrical and effective PR to create another theory, named the excellence theory or, 
alternatively, excellent public relations theory. The theory started out as a large research 
project originated by the International Association of Business Communication (IABC),
called ”the excellence project”, and turned out to build a new theory of excellent public 
relations (J. Grunig 1992, p. xiii). 
The theory starts out with the already familiar question of effectiveness, asking what is 
effective PR and how does it make organisations more effective as well. However, the 
authors felt that the effectiveness question was ”not enough”; thus they added the 
excellence dimension, which has as its main aim to find out how PR and the 
communicative function of organisations must be practised and organised to contribute 
the most to the effectiveness of organisations. (J. Grunig 1992, p. 3) Therefore, 
excellent PR according to Grunig's research group could be summarised as a way to 
create maximal effectiveness in organisations. The concept of excellence in PR is 
heavily based on Grunig's previous research, especially the two-way symmetrical 
model, which is seen already in the very beginning, where he suggests that excellence in
PR is based more on symmetrical than asymmetrical communication (ibid., p. 6). 
The research group is intent on noting the presuppositions they have about PR and its 
role in society: they present numerous possible social roles for public relations. These 
could be seen as PR paradigms to choose from, and range from conservative (the role of
public relations is to maintain the status quo and existing power relations in society) to 
radical (PR should contribute to change in society), from neutral to idealistic and 
critical. The conservative and radical social roles are both described as asymmetrical, 
with a goal of imposing certain values on publics and having powerful effects in one 
direction or another (J. Grunig and White 1992, p. 52). In contrast, the idealistic role is 
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seen as a more suitable one for excellent PR; the view presupposes that public relations 
e.g. works for the benefit of mutual understanding and helps develop dialogue between 
different organisations and publics in society. This social role assumes ”a norm of 
reciprocity” in society and sees public relations as a non-zero-sum game, meaning that 
if the ”game” of PR is played appropriately, both organisations and publics will have 
gained something and PR is eventually beneficial for all parties. (J. Grunig, p. 9; J. 
Grunig and White, p. 53)
The idealistic social role is clearly a suitable partner for the excellence theory, which 
prefers symmetry; however, the authors also point out the importance of the critical 
social role.  The critical social role puts an emphasis on the notion that PR is practised 
within societal (as well as organisational) systems that are constructed; therefore they 
can be both deconstructed and reconstructed (J. Grunig 1992, p. 10). J. Grunig and 
White note that the deconstruction has been implemented in critical research, 
documenting, for example, PR's lack of ethics and its negative social consequences (J. 
Grunig and White 1992, p. 54). Earlier on, J. Grunig presents that the critical social role 
is precisely the one that the research has adopted; the role sees PR as something that can
and should be changed and improved constantly (J.Grunig 1992, p. 10). 
As a conclusion it can be deducted that the excellence study sees PR having an idealistic
social role, but also puts an emphasis on the critical social role and suggesting changes; 
otherwise, as Grunig puts it, ”a study of excellence would be meaningless” (J. Grunig 
1992, p. 10). Taking this stand means not only defining where the research group stands 
in relation to PR, but also incorporating elements from critical PR into the study. Also 
noteworthy is the fact that the term “idealistic worldview” is further explained to mean 
more “ideal” or “exemplary” than, for example, utopian – as a conclusion, the authors 
view the idealistic social role as something that is normative but not unrealistic, abstract
or impractical (J. Grunig and White 1992, p. 56). 
In this thesis, I share J. Grunig and White's presuppositions of PR as something that a) 
can create true dialogue and understanding between organisations and publics – and, by 
proxy, in society – in a way where both parties can win, and b) should be examined 
critically at the same time, focusing on PR's ethics and social consequences, constantly 
trying to improve its practices and suggest changes where needed.  
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The excellence theory has several key characteristics, of which strategic PR and 
symmetry are, in my opinion, the most important ones. The next subchapters 
concentrate on those two dimensions as defined in the excellence theory.
2.2.1 Strategy in excellent public relations
Grunig and his research group see strategy as one of the key elements in excellent 
public relations. They regularly point out the importance of the strategic dimension and 
stress that PR should be an integral part of strategic management (J. Grunig and Repper 
1992, p. 121). This dimension is further clarified with a model of strategic public 
relations, in which there are three stages focusing on the development of publics, 
followed by four steps, which, according to the authors, represent more traditional 
strategic management action plans that should also be applied to PR (ibid., pp. 124-
125). 
The first three stages are stakeholder stage, public stage and issue stage. The first one,
stakeholder stage, broadly means defining the organisation's stakeholders, as the name 
implies. It is then suggested to do strategic research on the stakeholders, place them in 
an order according to their importance for the organisation, and plan communication 
programs for these stakeholders, again, according to their strategic importance. (J. 
Grunig and Repper 1992, pp. 124-126). 
The public stage means differentiating the organisation's strategic publics from all its 
stakeholders. Grunig and Repper suggest segmentation to help strategic communication 
with the most active and important publics. However, they note that the segmentation 
process must be distinguished from marketing, as organisations' markets can be chosen, 
whereas active publics are born and risen into the organisations' consciousness on their 
own and then actively choose whichever organisation they deem to be the best for 
attention. (J. Grunig and Repper 1992, pp. 127-128). 
The final, issue stage, can also be called issues management. This means reacting to the 
issues that the organisation's publics bring out – Grunig and Repper note that this is 
essentially the external dimension of strategic management in general. (J. Grunig and 
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Repper 1992, p. 146). They also present that the excellent issues management strategies 
in organisations are interactive and catalytic, meaning that organisations adjust to 
change and succeed in balancing it with their own mission, as well as actually influence 
change (ibid., pp. 149). 
The four strategic steps following the three stages are more practical. Steps 4-7 can be 
summarised as follows:
 Step 4: Developing formal objectives for PR
 Step 5: Planning formal PR programs and campaigns in order to accomplish the 
objectives
 Step 6: Implementing the PR programs and campaigns
 Step 7: Evaluation and reflection of the programs and their effectiveness, 
especially in relation to meeting the objectives and reducing conflict, regarding 
the issues that brought about the PR programs initially (J. Grunig and Repper 
1992, p. 124)
To conclude, the strategic dimension of excellent PR seems to be all about recognising 
the publics as well as the issues that have strategic importance for the organisation, 
planning PR programs accordingly, actively reacting to issues brought about by these 
publics, and constantly evaluating and reflecting what has been done PR-wise. 
2.2.2 Symmetry in excellent public relations
Another key dimension in excellent public relations, according to the research group, is 
symmetry. As noted in the beginning of chapter 2.2, excellent public relations theory 
relies heavily on Grunig and Hunt's earlier two-way symmetrical theory. The idea of 
symmetrical PR is often brought to attention when describing the main characteristics of
excellent public relations as well. Grunig states that scholars studying the concept of 
excellence in communication very often also mention symmetry; it is therefore implied 
that it belongs under the metaphorical umbrella of excellence (Grunig 1992, p. 231). He 
presents that because excellent PR is such an important factor in determining what is an 
excellent organisation, symmetrical communication is in fact one of the most important 
parts of organisational excellence (ibid., p. 248). 
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Grunig and his research group shed light on the actual role of the preceding two-way 
symmetrical communication theory in relation to excellent PR. J. Grunig and L. Grunig 
explain that the theory has as its primary PR objective to understand, rather than to 
persuade, fitting well with the idea of PR's idealistic social role (Grunig and Grunig 
1992, p. 289). They state clearly that they believe two-way symmetrical theory is the 
most excellent PR theory; ”it describes how excellent public relations should be 
practised”. Apart from this normativity, the authors point out the practical dimension of 
the theory, concluding that it also describes how PR is actually practised. (ibid., p. 291) 
It is therefore clear that the research group feels that two-way symmetrical 
communication is the primary way to excellent PR. 
Inextricably linked with the notion of excellence is the question of effectiveness. The 
beginning part of chapter 2.3 summarised excellent public relations as a way of 
practising PR to maximise the effectiveness of the organisation. Effectiveness is, 
understandably, then also linked to symmetry and the two-way symmetrical 
communication theory. Grunig and Grunig present the model as the most effective one 
based on research (Grunig and Grunig 1992, p. 308). They also link the ethical 
dimension of PR to this model: according to the authors, the two-way symmetrical 
model is the most ethical PR model and ethical PR is the most effective kind when 
looking at the accomplishment of organisational goals (ibid.). 
Bringing to light the ethical side of PR is natural considering the critical stance the 
authors take. The view of the research group is that PR's social role is not only creating 
dialogue and mutual understanding, but also taking a critical look into the sphere of 
public relations. Incorporating critical thought into a theory of public relations could 
lead to questions such as what are the power structures in PR dialogue (however 
interactive and symmetrical), or whose voices are heard. Analysing and deconstructing 
the structures within which PR programmes operate is essential when using a theory 
presupposing a critical worldview; symmetry is therefore unmistakeably also a question 
of ethics and should not be seen only as an untouchable ideal. Grunig and Grunig point 
out that the two-way symmetrical theory sees ethics as a continuous PR process rather 
than a single outcome (Grunig and Grunig 1992, p. 308). A critical implementation of 
the theory should evaluate its ethical impact constantly, bearing in mind PR's critical 
social role, which emphasises constant change and improvement. 
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In a way, symmetry could also be adapted to the strategic dimension of the excellence 
theory; after having determined its strategic publics, the organisation should, according 
to Grunig and Repper as mentioned earlier, start planning its communication in an 
interactive and dialogical way. This could be interpreted as symmetry belonging to 
strategic PR and/or strategic management, so that the concept of symmetry would be 
something to regard in every part of the theory – not just a part of its own. I see the 
excellence theory having, in fact, two levels of strategic PR: the idea level, which is the 
strategic PR part the authors present, and the practical level, which, in turn, is the actual 
implementation of strategy by creating symmetrical relationships, dialogue and mutual 
understanding. 
2.2.3 Interpretations of the excellence theory
Having gained popularity significantly, the excellence theory has been adopted and 
tested by numerous scholars. This was perhaps originated by Vercic (1996, cited in Rhee
2002), who along with J. Grunig and L. Grunig developed the concept of excellence in 
PR further. They formulated ten generic principles to articulate its meaning: 
1. Public relations is involved in strategic management.
2. Public relations is empowered by the dominant coalition or by a direct reporting 
relationship to senior management.
3. The public relations function is an integrated one.
4. Public relations is a management function separate from other functions.
5. The public relations unit is headed by a manager rather than a technician.
6. The two-way symmetrical model of public relations is used.
7. A symmetrical system of internal communication is used.
8. Knowlegde potential for managerial role and for symmetrical public relations.
9. Diversity is embodied in all roles.
10. An organizational context exists for excellence. (ibid., pp. 163-165)
These principles, in brief, constitute the global public relations theory proposed by 
Vercic et al. Based on the excellence theory, the authors claim these generic principles 
are present in effective public relations worldwide, even when taking into account 
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several cultural variables that may occur in different organisational cultures. (1996, 
cited in Rhee 2002) The theory has been taken up for evaluation by different research 
groups; for example Rhee (2002) tested its accuracy in a South Korean organisational 
environment and found it useful in explaining the local public relations practice.
Vercic et al's principles also put a strong emphasis on both strategy (idea level) and 
symmetry (practical level of strategy), which is my conclusion from the original 
excellence theory as well. In my opinion, this supports using the excellence theory as a 
base for studying Finnish internationally based NGOs, as well as my chosen points.
Coombs and Holladay (2012) review the excellence theory in light of activism and 
activist organisations. They claim that the theory's current dominant position in public 
relations research has brought the concepts of power and persuasion into spotlight, and 
as a part of the dominant PR paradigm, and thus opened a discussion about their 
respective roles in PR. This, according to the authors, is in turn an excellent setting for 
critical public relations research to further elaborate the concepts. (ibid.)
2.3 Relationships in public relations
As the field of public relations evolves over the years, it is natural that theories need 
updating in order to analyse the sphere and its happenings adequately. In their paper 
Hon and Grunig (1999) took a figurative step ahead from the original excellent public 
relations theory and centred on the concept of relationships. Their study argues that 
relationships are, in fact, the core of public relations and the key in the process where 
PR is being made more effective. 
The authors state that the way to excellent public relations is to identify the 
organisation's strategic publics and proceed to create and maintain long-term 
relationships with them (Hon and Grunig 1999, p. 9). That is why they see measuring 
relationships is eventually more important than just measuring PR outcomes (ibid., p. 
2). The authors also claim that the most effective relationships are beneficial for all 
parties involved, and can be classified as symmetrical (ibid., p. 11). The concepts of 
two-way symmetrical communication and relationship-building seem somewhat 
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identical here, and could be contrasted with Kent and Taylor's view, where they see 
symmetrical communication as a process and dialogue as its outcome (Kent and Taylor 
1998, p. 323). 
Hon and Grunig present four outcomes that are presented as indicators for successful 
relationships. These are control mutuality, trust, satisfaction and commitment. 
According to the authors' definitions, control mutuality is seen as the ”degree to which 
parties agree on who has rightful power to influence one another”, meaning that both 
organisations and publics should be able to have at least some control over each other. 
The concept of trust, while complex, is explained as confidence in the organisation's 
actions and believing in its dependability and integrity. The satisfaction and 
commitment outcomes are more self-explanatory; satisfaction is described as, for 
example, the benefits of the relationship outweighing the costs, and commitment as 
perceiving the relationship to be worth all resources spent. (Hon and Grunig 1999, pp. 
18-20)
The authors also present a fifth factor, which is a classification of relationships into 
exchange relationships and communal relationships. The first category includes parties 
only interacting because of mutual benefits, while the second emphasises that benefits 
don't have intrinsic value, and are being provided out of concern, even if the offering 
party would get nothing in return. (Hon and Grunig 1999, pp. 20-21) Nevertheless, after
having presented a multiple case study using these indicators, the authors state that 
exchange relationships shouldn't be viewed as solely negative, since for example 
corporations need these relationships in order to survive (ibid., p. 31). 
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3 Public relations online
After presenting public relations research from a more general angle, in this chapter I 
will concentrate on the concept of online PR. My aim is to define what online public 
relations means in practice – what are the key points and, on the other hand, new 
possibilities and tools to consider? 
The process of bringing public relations to an online environment is much discussed. 
There are a great deal of books written for PR practitioners to help them understand the 
phenomenon better, as well as scientific discussion about the subject. Both spheres seem
to be commenting on essentially the same concepts, such as dialogue with publics, and 
using new communications technology while still avoiding technological determinism. 
For example, Solis and Breakenridge's (2009) main message is that the new ”PR 2.0” 
should be first and foremost about people instead of social media tools, as the name of 
their book, Putting the Public Back in Public Relations, suggests. Holtz (1999) 
emphasises the integration of old and new media tools and remarks as well that 
excellent PR begins from the public. Similar themes are also visible in research: 
especially the concepts of online dialogue and forming relationships between 
organisations and publics online are much discussed. 
Kent and Taylor's (1998) early predictions about dialogic relationship-building are 
interesting to analyse within the current context. While their theory concentrates on web
pages, which are only a part of organisations' array of online public relations tools in 
this day, the concepts used to analyse the integration of dialogic PR and online 
communication are, in my opinion, still relevant and worth examining. They agree with 
Grunig in saying that dialogue is the cornerstone of public relations, the end product of 
the relationship-building process between an organisation and its publics (Kent and 
Taylor 1998, pp. 323-324). Thus, they have also wanted to examine the ways in which 
internet and new technology could affect this process, and have created five basic 
principles offering guidelines for the practice of dialogic PR online. The principles are:
 the dialogic loop
 the usefulness of information
 the generation of return visits
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 the intuitiveness/ease of the interface
 the rule of conservation of visitors. (ibid., pp. 326-330)
The first principle, the dialogic loop, refers to the possibility of interaction between 
organisations and publics via feedback or query. However, as the authors remind, the 
success of the dialogic loop requires adequate resources: training, both technological 
and public relations -related, for the members of the organisation, as well as availability 
from the organisations' side. As the authors present, for the dialogic loop to be complete,
there must be an individual available to respond to the issues, requests and general 
feedback that arise from the publics. (Kent and Taylor 1998, pp. 326-327). In a later 
study by Taylor, Kent and White (2001), this principle is described as the most 
important one in generating dialogical online public relations. 
The second principle, the usefulness of information, is rather self-explanatory. As the 
authors state, this principle has as its underlying idea the assumption that relationships 
with publics are desirable for the public's sake, not just to help the organisation's PR 
goals. In other words, the relationships need to be cherished ”so that the interests, values
and concerns of publics are addressed”. (Kent and Taylor 1998, p. 328). 
Principle number three, the generation of return visits, is, again, best explained in the 
name. According to the authors, the process of generating return visits often happens by 
creating and publishing content that is useful even after the first visit. This includes, for 
example, updating information and reacting to upcoming issues. On the other hand, 
simply updating information on a website is seen as one-sided, therefore evoking some 
kind of discussion is preferable according to the authors. (Kent and Taylor 1998, p. 
329). 
The fourth principle, intuitiveness or ease of interface focuses on the technical qualities 
of the websites. While new communication technology is useless if it doesn't properly 
function, the age of the theory is best seen here, as some of the authors' comments about
preferring text to graphics feel slightly dated. However, they also note that an 
organisation's website is a central part of their image, and if there are any technical 
problems, a negative image is more likely to be formed. (Kent and Taylor 1998, pp. 
329-330)
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The fifth and final principle is the rule of conservation of visitors. By this the authors 
want to point out that organisations should try to keep their publics interested as long as 
they possibly can, and thus be careful with linking practices as to not lure the publics 
away. (Kent and Taylor 1998, p. 330)
Kent and Taylor, along with White (2001), have implemented the theory in later 
research, specialising in activist organisations. According to the article these translate 
roughly as NGOs. The authors note that these organisations may benefit the most from 
the dialogic public relations potential that the internet has to offer, and may rely heavily 
if not exclusively on the internet in their communication (Taylor, Kent and White 2001, 
pp. 263, 267). The authors claim that for this reason it is to be expected that activist 
organisations would aim to exploit as many of the internet's dialogic PR possibilities as 
they possibly can (ibid., p. 267). After having compared the results of their survey to the
five basic principles presented above, they found that full exploitation of dialogic 
possibilities is indeed not the case (ibid., pp. 279-280). 
The authors divide their findings into two clusters: the technical and design cluster 
(including principles for ease of use, usefulness of information and conservation of 
visitors) and the dialogic cluster (including principles for generating return visits and 
creating a dialogic loop). They then present that the organisations are doing well in the 
first cluster and therefore have no problems concerning the technical side of online 
public relations. The second, dialogic, cluster is more problematic, and the authors state 
that the organisations do not seem to be interested in the opinions of their publics nor 
update current information on their websites. (Taylor, Kent and White 2001, pp. 279-
280). However, it is also worth noting that the separation of the elements of dialogic 
online PR into two different clusters may not always be relevant. The authors note this 
as well, stating that the problems within the dialogic cluster may be at least partially due
to the website design and technical qualities. They suggest some organisations might 
have a more or less ”presence over content”-type of strategy; this would also explain the
finding that the sites that look the most dialogical and are the easiest to use are, in fact, 
least likely to respond to the publics' attempts in creating dialogue. (ibid.)
As Nauté, Froneman and Atwood (2004) show in their research, Kent and Taylor's 
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principles can also be applied to Grunig's theories of symmetrical public relations. They 
see the principles as tools in applying the two-way symmetrical model of PR to NGO 
web sites, and therefore view the two models as linked (ibid.).
Hallahan (2003) presents another model for the assessment of web pages in their ability 
to help build relationships between organisations and their publics. The model is divided
in three parts, defining the antecedents, processes and consequences of website use 
concerning relationship-building. The antecedents, in other words factors that that 
influence the relationship process, are according to Hallahan situated deep in the 
organisations, systems and their users, such as the commitment of the organisation, site 
design, users' pre-existing relationships and attitudes with the organisation as well as 
technology and the internet in general (Hallahan 2003, pp. 12-17, 32). The processes 
refer to website users' actual use, interaction and attitude formation. As for 
consequences, Hallahan suggests they should be measured in terms of familiarity, 
attitudes, subsequent activities and engagement in action that is beneficial to the 
organisation. (ibid., p. 32). 
To clarify, it can be concluded that web pages' success in building relationships shows 
when asking a) what do the publics learn about the organisation and its actions, b) what 
are the publics' attitudes towards organisations and how do they assess their 
performance, c) how do people communicate as a result of their visits and experiences 
from organisational web pages (including, but not limited to, return visits and sharing of
information), and, ultimately, d) are the publics behaving in a way that benefits the 
organisation (for example, donating money)? (Hallahan 2003, pp. 27-31)
Kelleher (2009) studied organisations' online relationship-building processes with 
publics. As he claims, this is a move from analysing the functional characteristics of 
online PR to examining the characteristics of the actual relationships that are able to be 
built online (Kelleher 2009, p. 179). He also suggests that, for large organisations 
regardless of their type, interactive online communication is a significant challenge, as 
their publics online are not only large but also extremely diverse (ibid., p. 175). 
Therefore, the concept of symmetrical dialogue might be difficult to achieve. 
The author analyses organisational blogs in the frame provided by Hon and Grunig (see 
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chapter 2.4), concentrating on blogs as producers of relational outcomes. He argues that 
a concept first presented by Searls and Weinberger (2000, cited in Kelleher 2009, p. 
176), conversational human voice, correlates positively with Hon and Grunig's 
outcomes (ibid., p. 184). Conversational human voice is described as a style of 
organisational communication where a human voice is indeed present. This concept is 
measured from the publics' view. (ibid., p. 177). Another factor influencing the 
achievement of Hon and Grunig's outcomes is communicated relational commitment, 
which is, according to Kelleher, an indicator for the organisation's willingness to 
maintain and build relationships with publics (ibid., pp. 176, 184). It could be then 
concluded that, according to the results of the research, organisations can positively 
influence their online relationships with publics by a) showing commitment to dialogue 
with their publics and b) communicating in a human voice, so to speak.  
Interestingly, Grunig (2009) has also provided some input on how internet and the 
digitalisation of media affect public relations practices. As numerous other scholars, he 
also argues that public relations can benefit from the internet and notably social media 
(Grunig 2009, p. 1). He takes into account his ”trademark” concepts of two-way 
communication, symmetricality and dialogue, stating that social media used to its full 
potential will enhance these qualities in PR (ibid.). He still maintains his earlier views 
on excellent public relations and sees that the basic principles of PR remain unchanged: 
public relations is still about the relationships between organisations and their publics, 
while the internet and social media have a more of an assisting role in this dialogue 
(ibid., pp. 3,6). The concept of strategy is also emphasised; he argues that the only way 
for public relations to fully benefit from digital media is by reinstitutionalising PR as a 
strategic management function (ibid., p. 10). As he also shares his views on the potential
of new media for the empowerment of publics (ibid., p. 6), it is an inevitable conclusion
that strategic PR practices along with internet-based media tools can help the 
empowerment of publics.
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4 Reputation in public relations 
In this chapter I will briefly define reputation in public relations and present a theory to 
guide me in operationalising the concept for my survey.
As my research will be focusing on the effect of online PR on the reputation of NGOs, it
is important that I look into the concept of reputation (or reputation management) in
PR. However,  my aim in this thesis is not to do reputation management research per se 
– meaning that I would, for example, try to come up with ways to improve an
organisation's reputation after having discovered the state of the reputation originally.
The concept is naturally still central. However, since my focus in this thesis is on
ordinary citizens and publics instead of the inner workings of NGOs, I will maintain the
citizen point of view throughout and thus only use the concept of reputation to define
the thoughts and opinions of publics in a more accurate and detailed way. I believe that
an organisation's reputation can, in a way, describe and highlight the successes and
failures of said organisation's communicative action. 
Reputation is often seen as the core of public relations: the result of what has been done 
PR-wise and how others see it (see for example CIPR 2013). Fombrun (1996) describes 
reputation as a representation of a company's past as well as its prospects and plans for 
the future (Fombrun 1996, p. 72). Reputation therefore is a description of the 
organisation's overall appeal (ibid.), and eventually rises from its identity (ibid., p. 11). 
Aula and Mantere (2005) agree on the latter point (Aula and Mantere 2005, p. 32) and 
emphasise that reputation has intrinsic value – it is a valuable asset for any organisation 
in itself (ibid., pp. 32-33). 
Aula and Mantere (2008) further elaborate the concept of good reputation, arguing that 
it has to be earned via action or, for example, products (Aula and Mantere 2008, pp. 14-
15). They also present that reputation mostly lies outside of the organisation itself, such 
as in stakeholder and audience groups, and in fact exists in the opinions and 
interpretations of the aforementioned (ibid., p. 21). This means that in order for a good 
reputation to exist, organisations need good messages and good relationships as well, 
instead of just good actions (Aula and Mantere 2005, pp. 26-27). It could be concluded 
that without a public or an interest group an organisation does not have a reputation – 
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the concept is about the consequences of past actions: reaping what has been sowed, so 
to speak.
There are numerous theories and models developed to help in measuring, or even 
understanding, reputation. The one I have chosen to use in this thesis is the structural 
model of reputation, presented by Aula and Heinonen (2002). The model divides the 
concept of reputation into six different categories or dimensions, which are: corporate 
culture and leadership; products and services; success; corporate social responsibility 
(or community responsibility); public image and ability to change and develop. Each of 
the six categories is then further explained with four subattributes, thus contributing to a
total of 24 different attributes for reputation. (Aula and Heinonen 2002, pp. 99-100; 
Aula 2011, p. 30)
I see the model as a valuable asset for my research; not only does it offer a 
comprehensive – and measurable – view on the different aspects of reputation, but also 
allows me to specify my interests in reputation due to its structural nature. I will be 
concentrating on four of the aforementioned dimensions: success, community 
responsibility, public image and ability to change and develop. These dimensions 
will help me cover both finding out the public opinion of young adults (public image) 
and pay attention to qualities that I find are vital for NGOs – I argue that the four 
dimensions form an adequate and comprehensive representation of the NGOs' identities 
and overall appeal, as Fombrun formulated. The other two, while inevitably important, I
decided to leave out of this study in order to fully focus on the points I see as the vital 
ones. 
I also feel that the idea of good messages and relationships constituting good reputation 
warrants attention, and by focusing on the publics' views on NGOs' online public 
relations I intend to further analyse this connection.
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5 Integrating a critical point of view into public relations
Critical theory is often seen as having numerous different ”directions” or schools of 
thought, including but not limited to the neo-marxist Frankfurt School, starting from the
1930s and the works of Jürgen Habermas, concentrating on the concepts of publicity 
and the public sphere (see for example Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy, 2005). 
What is common for all of the schools is an interest in power: power relations within 
the public sphere, between different groups, in society in general. The Stanford 
Encyclopedia of Philosophy (2005) states critical theory as having a mission of ”inquiry
into the normative dimension of social activity”.
Critical PR theory in its simplest form is combining critical research concepts such as 
power relations and structures with PR and its daily practices. It is a growing sector of 
public relations research, made known by several authors, such as L'Etang and Pieczka. 
L'Etang suggests that the dominant paradigm in PR research is functionalist, meaning 
that its aim is to build theories that are, above all, useful for PR practitioners (L'Etang 
2008, p. 10). While it is evident that such theories are formulated, L'Etang wants to 
emphasise that they also raise questions: if it's possible to reach a consensus via public 
relations, whose views does it represent, how, and why? As L'Etang states, she sees PR 
within the critical paradigm, questioning existing dominant theories. (ibid., pp. 10-11).
Heath (2009) also writes about the traditions of public relations research and concludes 
that critical theory in PR is set to ”explore the deficits of systems theory”; therefore he 
sees the functionalist and critical research lines as complementary (Heath 2009, p. 22). 
Incorporating critical thought into the use of PR models is also my aim in this thesis. 
Even though I am using several functional theories that are trying to help PR 
practitioners in their daily work, I see no reason why the concept of critical PR couldn't 
be applied here. The theories might paint a picture of PR as a functional system; using a 
critical approach allows me to deconstruct that system and focus on its critical 
assessment. 
In brief, it could be said that my take on PR in this thesis is critical largely because I 
want to examine not only the daily PR practices of non-governmental organisations, but 
also the power structures that they represent. This means going below the surface of my 
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research results, so to speak: not just assessing the impact of several PR characteristics 
on reputation, but analysing the results from the publics' angle as well. What do the 
results tell about the power structures and systems that are currently in place between 
organisations and publics? 
Critical theory has already been integrated into public relations research and combined 
with other pre-existing theories in numerous ways, some of which I will present in this 
chapter. As presented in chapter 2.2, Grunig et al's excellent public relations theory can 
already be seen having a critical side in its presuppositions, while still maintaining the, 
according to many critical PR theorists, typical idealistic worldview. 
Toth (2009) offers an another view on critical thinking in PR research, presenting some 
similarities between critical PR and the excellence theory. She claims that while many 
critical PR scholars have attacked the concepts of symmetry and dialogue, they remain 
central in the discourses of PR research; in fact, critical scholars remain attached to the 
concept of symmetry as it implies sharing of power (Toth 2009, p. 56). Toth also argues 
that another common point for both the critical and the excellent PR perspectives is that 
they have recognised public relations as having a dialogic nature (ibid., p. 57).  
Another PR interpretation combining critical thinking and the idea of PR as a negotiator
between parties is L'Etang's concept of PR as a form of diplomacy. She argues that on a 
societal level, PR and diplomacy have several concepts in common, such as power, 
negotiation, publics and public opinion, not forgetting the more negative concepts of 
propaganda, manipulation and coercion (L'Etang 1996, p. 32). 
She points out several times the fact that both deal with similar concepts and situations 
and their roles in society are essentially the same. This crystallises when she describes 
public relations' diplomatic function as ”to perform a political role on behalf of 
organizations in national and international society” (L'Etang 1996, p. 33). Basically, 
both PR and diplomacy are processes where the key action is negotiating with publics, 
on behalf of a higher authority. (ibid., pp. 33-34) However, combining PR and 
diplomacy is certainly somewhat problematic in her eyes: she notes that linking public 
relations with diplomacy generally seems to be an attempt to ”sanitize its generally 
sleazy image” ; this then often involves using dialogic PR metaphors (ibid., p. 15). She 
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also criticises the so-called peacemaking function of PR, stating that it is idealistic and 
that when there indeed is a conflict of interests it is highly likely that the organisational 
interests will prevail, as it isn't PR's responsibility to make every voice heard (ibid., pp. 
31-32). 
As L'Etang notes herself, this comparison draws a line between symmetrical 
communication and PR, and continues to look critically at the two. She, too, puts an 
emphasis on the social and political aspects of the symmetrical view of PR, and brings 
out the potential for changing the structural contexts in which both diplomacy and PR 
are situated. In fact, the notion of symmetry is, according to L'Etang, associated with 
structural transformation and change (L'Etang 1996, p. 33). This is increasingly 
important because new technology facilitates international communication (and has 
probably done more so than the author would have imagined in 1996) and therefore 
creates a possibility to drastically broaden the scope of diplomacy and PR (ibid., p. 20). 
I see the idea of PR as diplomacy as a valuable and relevant approach for me in this 
thesis, as it can be used to describe conflict resolution between an organisation and its 
strategic publics. The comparison also includes a critical approach, which is in my 
opinion much needed in PR research, and this idea can be used to support complement 
the other, essentially more functional, theories in my research. The concepts of strategy 
and symmetry can be said to also represent a critical point of view in analysis, therefore 
I plan to maintain them as central analysis tools.
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6 Previous research on NGOs' online public relations
Non-governmental organisations often have missions that concern not just the citizens 
of some speficic country but broader aims, such as environmental protection or fighting 
against poverty. Thus it is no surprise that the research done on their public relations 
practices online is also international. It is important to note here that there has been 
some discussion about the roles of international NGOs and their role in the world, 
regarding the divide into Northern- and Southern-based organisations, or, alternatively, 
organisations based in developed or developing countries. This means that most 
organisations (or, alternatively, at least the most influential ones) operate from Europe 
or North America, which naturally affects their views on the world. The issue could also
be relevant in this thesis; because I am concentrating on the PR that NGOs do online, 
some differences are to be expected. Organisations based in a developing country, for 
example, tend to have poorer access to the internet, not to mention the strategic publics 
they have in their countries. 
6.1 Presenting previous studies
Yang and Taylor (2010) studied environmental NGOs and their online communication 
patterns in China. They emphasise the dialogic dimension of internet-based 
communication; via the internet the organisations can build relationships with their 
publics and create effective collaboration (Yang and Taylor 2010, p. 344). Even though 
there are no mentions of Grunig's theories, the approach of the study sounds somewhat 
similar to excellent public relations. The strategic dimension is also present, as one of 
the research questions is about providing information to the most important stakeholders
(ibid., p. 345).
 They state that Chinese ENGOs (environmental NGOs) still have a lot to achieve PR-
wise, as their websites seem to have more of an educational than dialogical purpose. 
The websites are also almost always lacking mission statements that would declare the 
strategies of the organisations. However, even if these findings leave significant room 
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for PR improvements, the authors remind readers about the situation of public 
discussion in China. They state that the organisations are most likely still cautious about
attracting the attention of the Chinese government and, while insufficient, their websites
”reflect a culturally appropriate way to talk about issues”. (Yang and Taylor 2010, pp. 
348-350) The authors also note that NGOs' problems with public relations seem in fact 
universal; when comparing Chinese ENGOs with their American counterparts they 
didn't find significant differences in how the organisations offer information to the 
media (ibid., p. 350). 
Seo, Kim and Yang (2009) did their research on transnational NGOs and their use of 
”new media”, perceived as web sites, blogs and podcasts, for example (Seo, Kim and 
Yang 2009, p. 123). They come to the conclusion that NGOs' use of internet in their PR 
practices is visible in their mass media relations, whereas the interactive dimension with
publics hasn't been fully exploited (ibid., p. 124). According to the authors, possible 
explanations could be lack of trust in the reliability and message control of online PR 
(ibid., p. 125). The study doesn't take social media properly into account, because at the 
time the phenomenon was still relatively new; however, the authors suggest that NGOs 
will broaden their perspectives and use of internet-based PR, including social network 
sites, after having done investigation on how to use their limited resources most 
effectively (ibid., p. 124). Nevertheless, the issues concerning reliability and control do 
not just vanish when new social media appears, and it is relevant to think about how 
these concerns manifest themselves in NGOs' online PR today. 
Rutherford's research offers a complementing view, and his predictions from the turn of 
the millennium are interesting to read. Having examined the role of internet 
communication in the process of NGOs acting to create an international treaty to ban 
landmines, he suggests that while internet has facilitated some aspects of NGO 
communication, it cannot substitute interaction in person (Rutherford 2000, p. 104). 
Even if the research is somewhat dated, it is a question to think about: if the dialogic 
dimension of online PR is not as widely used as it should be, could that be traced back 
to the supposition that internet cannot replace face-to-face encounters? It may well be 
possible that NGOs feel their persuasive role is best accomplished in person. 
Nevertheless, Rutherford states that the internet has other advantages such as 
overcoming geographical distance in situations where transnational NGO collaboration 
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is needed (ibid.). 
Del Mar Gálvez Rodriguez, del Carmen Caba Pérez and López Godoy (2011) analysed 
Spanish NGOs' online communication in light of transparency. The concept is an 
important one in research concerning NGOs' public relations. The authors quote Eggert 
and Helm, and claim that transparency in communication keeps stakeholders informed 
of the organisation's actions as well as lets them participate in the same processes they 
get information about; therefore, transparency can be seen as a part of the organisations' 
strategy (Eggert and Helm 2003, cited in del Mar Gálvez Rodriguez, del Carmen Caba 
Pérez and López Godoy 2011, p. 664). The idea fits well with Grunig and his research 
group's idea of symmetrical communication, which is ethical at the same time. Afer 
conducting quantitative research they state that Spanish NGOs are not using the 
internet's full potential to disseminate information, and that they should develop their 
online communication strategies in order to facilitate transparency (2011, p. 678). They 
also found that the organisations' size, measured by the number of volunteers, as well as
the amount of public funding they get affect their online transparency. Size and public 
funding both have a significant positive correlation with measured transparency (ibid.). 
The findings could suggest that smaller NGOs may not have the resources to 
communicate actively online or develop their online PR. The same could be said of the 
NGOs that don't get large amounts of funding. Respectively, it could be suggested that 
NGOs who attract a large number of volunteers and get enough positive attention to 
receive substantial public funding – often even the same ones – would be the most 
transparent ones, as the two factors create a cumulative positive effect.  
Gerodimos (2008) concentrated on young people in his research, and his aim is to 
analyse websites concentrating on youth mobilisation around various issues. He then 
evaluates the extent to which organisations are using the potential that internet has to 
offer. Although he comes to the conclusion that the websites of NGOs are generally 
much more strategic and better designed than governmental ones, they are still largely 
dependent on traditional media to get coverage for their messages and should develop 
new forms of online communication (Gerodimos 2008, pp. 981-984). Another point 
Gerodimos makes is that most of the NGOs that he studied seem to communicate to 
people who already are politically active, instead of trying to create more dialogue with 
those who aren't as actively engaged (ibid., pp. 979-980). Even though his comment 
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concerning the socio-economic and educational reasons behind the missing involvement
might have some elemental British undertones, it is still important to bear in mind when
examining transnational NGOs. The internet has indisputable potential in bringing 
together very different groups of people; in light of various public sphere theories, these
groups should also include people who have no previous experience from political 
involvement. 
Yeon, Choi and Kiousis (2005) approach the question of interactive online 
communication methods in NGOs' PR from a stakeholder-centred angle; their aim is to 
examine how the organisations use their websites as a public relations tool for different 
publics. The authors find that donors are considered to be the most important 
stakeholder group for NGOs, as the research shows that a vast majority of the 
organisations chosen for the study use their websites to take care of donor relations, and 
include interactive communication features such as chat rooms or blogs in this process. 
Compared to the organisations' communication with media professionals or volunteers 
the difference is significant. (Yeon, Choi and Kiousis 2005, pp. 75-76) Therefore, while 
the emphasis on donors seems to have created more possibilities for interactive 
communication with them, the research also shows that communication with possible 
volunteers seems to suffer from this (ibid., p. 78). The authors refer to the excellent 
public relations theory when concluding that the importance of a public for the 
organisation correlates positively with the extent to which excellent public relations is 
practiced with the group, interactive online forms of public relations being the key 
feature (ibid., p. 79). 
The finding that donors are appreciated perhaps at the expense of possible volunteers is 
an interesting one. It could be analysed whether Gerodimos's divide between people 
who are politically active and, most importantly, aware, and those who are not could 
bear a similarity to the one between donors and volunteers. If NGOs according to the 
excellent public relations theory have to define their most important strategic publics, 
could that somehow lead to a situation where the less important ones – whichever they 
may be – are more or less forgotten, even if the missions of NGOs often concern most, 
if not all, socio-political groups of the society?
Nauté, Froneman and Atwood (2004) study South African NGOs' web sites from a two-
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way symmetrical point of view, using Kent and Taylor's principles of dialogic 
communication in applying the theory into empirical research. They, too, find out that 
the NGOs in case are not exploiting the dialogic potential of the internet as well as they 
could and are not taking advantage of the ”unique features” of the internet (Nauté, 
Froneman and Atwood 2004). However, they point out that even if an NGO sees its role
in the society as an advocate for the issues they represent, it is still possible to create 
relationships with publics and place a high value on networking (ibid.). Thus, two-way 
symmetrical communication can be practiced even within an advocacy role (ibid.). 
Surman and Reilly's (2003) report on the strategic online PR of NGOs concentrates on 
four specific points: collaboration, publishing, mobilisation, and observation. They 
examine these concepts via numerous case studies and conclude by stating that the 
organisations still have a long way to go regarding strategic use of online public 
relations tools (Surman and Reilly 2003, p. 71). However, they feel the organisations 
have a lot to achieve, as ”there is a rich world of strategic practice surrounding us” 
(ibid.). There are still a number of challenges to overcome, the biggest of which is the 
equity between northern and southern NGOs. The authors argue that the online practices
of NGOs are dominated by north-based organisations, ie. those acting primarily from a 
developed country, while the southern NGOs, who might often have more to achieve in 
their country of origin, may not even have access to the internet. (ibid., pp. 20, 71-72) 
Bach and Stark (2004) bring an another dimension to the conversation when they 
compare the development processes of interactive technology and the NGO field. They 
present that a part of NGOs' capability to create a co-constitutive role in global 
transformation is the fact that they have evolved along with new technology (Bach and 
Stark 2004, p. 103). However, the authors also note that co-evolving doesn't 
automatically mean that NGOs would have some overpowering ability to use 
technology for their benefit, even if this is sometimes suggested (ibid., p. 105). 
6.2 Conclusions and implications based on previous research
After having looked at research on NGOs' public relations, specifically online, I will 
conclude some findings in this chapter and use this work as a contrasting basis for my 
own empirical research. 
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Previous research can be argued to be highly international as there are studies on NGOs 
available from very diverse locations geographically as well as, and more importantly, 
culturally. This might be due to the fact that a large number of NGOs are international 
themselves and work in several countries or continents. The international nature of 
NGOs might also explain to some extent the uniformity of the research findings; while 
different scholars obviously have done research from different angles and using specific
approaches, they all seem to agree on the fact that NGOs are not exploiting the available
PR potential online to its full extent – whatever that may be. Authors have suggested 
countless measures for NGOs to take in order to improve their online PR performance. 
These often include creating dialogue with more groups – for example, volunteers, 
politically inactive people, or people from developing countries, or directing more 
resources towards online PR.
It should also be noted that while a large portion of the research presented above is 
fairly recent – less than five years old – it appears that it is still somewhat dated. Most 
of the studies concentrate on the web sites of the organisations, or include features such 
as discussion forums, but newer forms of social media such as social network sites 
remain unseen, largely due to the fact that they only rose to public consciousness and 
widespread use a few years ago. Still, as noted by Grunig (2009), they could be an 
integral part of NGOs' dialogic public relations. 
When looking at the research presented above from a more fundamentally theoretical 
point of view, I found out that the critical worldview or PR's critical social role seem to 
be missing from the studies, or at least they aren't being directly stated. It is interesting 
to see that while research about civil society often touches essential questions and 
issues, it still doesn't openly mention the constructed structures within which the 
organisations work, nor suggest improvements on a structural level. 
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7 Research methodology 
After having examined the theoretical framework and previous research, in this chapter 
I will focus on the implementation of theory in my actual research. In this thesis I will 
use a quantitative research method by conducting a survey in order to answer my 
research problem: how do NGOs' online public relations affect their reputation? The 
aim of this chapter is to shed light on my chosen research method, its characteristics, 
attributes, advantages and possible shortcomings. I will also present my research setting
more closely, articulating my research problem in the form of more specific research 
questions based on the theoretical frame presented in chapters 2 to 5. 
The reasons for choosing a quantitative method are numerous. There are obvious 
advantages, such as the ability to make generalisations: the nature of quantitative 
research allows large sample sizes without considerable increases in time spent 
analysing and interpreting the research material. When using a probability sampling, 
where each unit of the population has a chance to be included in the sample, results can 
be generalised so that they help in drawing conclusions from the whole population. 
Unfortunately in this thesis I cannot go as far; the lack of resources prevents me from 
collecting a representative sample from the whole population of Finnish people aged 
18-30. Still, I find quantitative research to be the most useful method. 
7.1 Using a quantitative method in public relations research
While the theoretical base of this thesis is defined in chapter 2, it is also important to 
consider the implementation of a quantitative research method within this framework. 
Alvesson and Deetz (2000) examine management research from a critical angle. Their 
points are relevant to consider here, even though in this thesis I am not doing critical 
research per se, rather than maintaining a critical angle while analysing the survey 
results and findings in light of the theories presented. Alvesson and Deetz argue that the 
division between quantitative and qualitative methods is not always very relevant or 
insightful: it draws attention away from more fundamental questions (Alvesson and 
Deetz 2000, p. 61). They state that method is a way for the researcher to attend to social 
reality – this happens with, for example, epistemological choices rather than marking 
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one's side in the quantitative-qualitative distinction (ibid., pp. 4-5, 61). While they 
acknowledge the importance of both types of research (ibid., p. 67), they also present 
numerous challenges that a critical approach poses for quantitative social research. 
They state that questionnaires and surveys, which are the most prominent form of 
quantitative social research, are problematic in more than one sense: the response 
alternatives as well as the statements can guide the respondents to a certain direction, 
causing them to answer according to what they think the researcher, or in a broader 
sense, the society, wants them to answer. In addition to the danger of normativity, fixed 
statements may not leave enough room for other interpretations or issues rising from the
research subject. On the other hand, the authors suggest surveys often have a problem of
relativity: if, for example, a respondent rates their manager as ”effective”, it means that 
someone else has to be less effective by default. (Alvesson and Deetz 2000, pp. 56-58)
Some ambiguity in the research results can be argued to be nearly inevitable in social 
research and must therefore be taken into account when interpreting and analysing the 
results. The respondents may interpret the survey in very different ways, some of which 
might differ from my own as a researcher and thus create bias in the results. However, 
the problem is less dependent on method than on the field of study; it would be logical 
to assume that qualitative research must face the same concerns. Alvesson and Deetz 
note that questionnaires might construct a piece of social reality that may not 
correspond to the one that the respondents have; this must naturally be taken into 
account when analysing the results (2000, p. 58). While the perceived normativity of the
questionnaire statements is inarguably a problem, it must also be noted that Alvesson 
and Deetz concentrate on management research, of which a large part centres on 
relationships between managers and their employees. In this kind of research it is 
understandable that the employees filling a survey form might feel the need to answer 
”according to the norm”, i.e. stating their relationships with their managers are good.
Alvesson and Deetz conclude by stating that above all, good social research requires the
researcher to acknowledge their position and the fact that their choice-making will 
always affect the results and their interpretation to some extent (2000, p. 80). This is 
essential for me as a researcher to bear in mind; the critical stance extends to my own 
decisions as well as the theoretical framework. 
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7.2 Research problem and research questions
As I presented in chapter 1.1, my research problem is: How does NGOs' online PR 
affect their reputation among young adults?
Based on theories and previous research presented in chapters 2 and 3, I present that the 
two key notions in NGOs' online public relations are strategy and dialogue with 
publics, also known as the idea level and the practical level of strategy. That is why I 
am mainly concentrating my research around these concepts: my presupposition is that 
the two concepts are the most influential ones in searching to answer my research 
problem. To be able to give an adequate answer, I have divided my research problem 
further into two research questions as follows:
RQ1: How do the strategic qualities of online PR affect reputation?
RQ2: How do the dialogic qualities of online PR affect reputation?
          Excellence theory + online PR theories
RQ1 ↓ ↓ RQ2
 NGOs and their reputations
↑
Structural reputation model
The figure above shows the relation and significance of all the different parts in my 
theoretical base, which then are merged in order to create the setting and research 
questions for my research problem. In my survey, I will form questions based on both 
questions, as well as reputation, and background information. The critical point of view 
functions as the backdrop for the setting.
The epistemological background for my research is more realist than constructivist – I 
am not aiming to study, for example, the discourses used when talking about online PR, 
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but instead am concentrating on actual opinions. While I acknowledge the fact that my 
survey and statistical analysis cannot describe the whole truth, or take fully into account
the fact that it might look very different depending on the person telling it, I am hoping 
they will help me discover parts of it. Therefore my interpretation of the results of the 
analysis will also be realistic in the epistemological sense. 
7.3 Operationalising the research questions
Concepts such as strategic and dialogic PR qualities may sound highly theoretical and 
difficult to measure adequately. This is why this chapter will concentrate on their 
operationalisation, i.e. turning the concepts from theory into something that can be 
quantitatively measured and analysed. I will also present a way to operationalise the 
concept of reputation, which, too, is vital in my research. 
7.3.1 Operationalising dialogic PR
In chapter 2 I presented various theories combining different elements of public 
relations and the two concepts. I find the theories useful here, as they are a valuable 
source of ideas on how to study a seemingly abstract concept such as symmetry or 
dialogic PR qualities. In this thesis, I am using Kent and Taylor's view on dialogic 
communication: they see the concept of dialogue as an outcome of processes such as 
two-way symmetrical communication and relationship-building (1998, p. 323). 
Therefore I will concentrate on how NGOs are building relationships online. 
Hon and Grunig's (1999) views on the relationship-building processes of organisations 
(see chapter 2.4) are, in my opinion, a good example of implementing the concepts of 
the two-way symmetrical theory and the excellence theory of public relations into 
research. They present four possible and desirable outcomes for online relationship-
building processes; these are control mutuality, trust, satisfaction and commitment. In 
operationalising dialogic online PR (online relationship building) I will mostly use these
four concepts, with the help of Kent and Taylor's early principles on creating dialogic 
relationships online. 
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As a conclusion, I plan to answer my research question 2 by following roughly the 
agenda as follows:






























































































As can be noted from the above examples of operationalising dialogic online PR, my 
focus in this survey is on publics: the actual people and their opinions on NGOs' online 
public relations. This is an aim I have outlined early on and plan to keep in the spotlight 
throughout my research. That is why I also felt not all of the principles presented by 
Kent and Taylor are valid in this study. Even though their influence is unquestionable, 
the principles focus on the technical part of relationship-building to a large extent. This 
has, of course, been one of the main issues around the time when the principles were 
first published and online PR was just starting to bloom. However, as my own 
motivations as a researcher lie in finding out the opinions of the publics, I have decided 
to omit some of their principles, but still keeping the dialogic loop and the usefulness of 
information as a part of my survey. 
7.3.2 Operationalising strategic PR
Strategy is an interesting concept in the research of NGOs and their actions. While most
corporations and businesses have clearly outlined strategies including, for example, 
their plans for increasing market shares, NGOs seem to somewhat withhold from 
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releasing actual statements titled strategies. On the other hand, one could expect their 
strategies to be more or less evident: if an organisation aims to, for example, promote 
and protect human rights, it could be expected that at least a central part of its strategy 
would be to get more people to support the values that they represent. Supporting the 
values and action taken by the organisation would, in this case, also mean that the 
strategy of the organisation is successful. 
I present that the strategies and missions of NGOs are overlapping. For example, Yang 
and Taylor (2010) refer to the strategic plans of NGOs as ”mission statements”, as 
presented in chapter 6.1. I plan to measure the strategic qualities of NGOs' online PR 
with the help of looking into how often young adults see themselves as ”supporters” of 
the organisations – both their core values and their action, what they aim to do in the 
world. This requires finding out how often the respondents actually claim they know 
these core values – surely a key part of an NGO's strategy would be to initially make 
people aware of their background principles. Thus, the operationalisation of strategic 
online PR would look roughly as follows: 
Table 2: Operationalisation of strategic PR
Organisational values Organisational action
Information Do people know the organisation's core
values?
Do people know the 
organisation's aims?
Support Do people support the organisation's 
core values?
Do people support the 
organisation's aims?
7.3.3 Operationalising reputation
As I have outlined in chapter 4, I will be using Aula and Heinonen's structural model of 
reputation as a base for operationalising the concept for my survey. The model has six 
dimensions in total, designed to cover all aspects of reputation in different 
organisations. However, as I will be concentrating solely on NGOs, I will adjust the 
model to better fit my research problem. Of the six dimensions I will be focusing on the 
four already mentioned in chapter 4: public image, success, community responsibility 
and ability to change and develop. I feel that they are the most important ones in finding
out the answers for my research questions. 
The public image dimension, as I see it, is the core of finding out the organisations' 
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reputation in the eyes of publics, further deepened by the success dimension, which 
brings out the notion of the organisation versus other similar organisations. This, I 
believe, will help me find out whether or not NGOs that are active users of online PR 
and social media, are seen as the leading ones in their respective areas of expertise. 
Community responsibility and ability to change and develop are also, in my opinion, 
vital subcategories when assessing the reputation of NGOs. As the organisations' aim is,
very broadly put, to somehow make the world a better place, it is essentially important 
to look at their reputation in the sense of how the organisations affect the communities 
in which they exist. The fourth dimension of reputation used here, ability to change and 
develop, can also be seen to have roots in the very nature of the organisations. As they 
wish to ignite some type of change in the world, it should then be natural to focus on 
how publics think the organisations themselves can adapt to changes. This also applies 
to the adoption and usage of online communication and PR tools, of which the latest 
examples are different forms of social media. 
Thus, the operationalisation of the concept of reputation in this survey can be 
summarised as follows:























































and adapt to new
challenges?
As outlined before, the structural model of reputation has a total of six dimensions for 
the concept. Two of them – corporate culture and leadership, and products and services 
were excluded from this survey. The reasoning behind this decision is rather simple; I 
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don't think they could contribute as much to my research process than the other four. 
Analysing leadership, while undoubtedly important, is not a point of focus for me in this
thesis, nor is assessing services produced by the organisations. With just four 
reputational dimensions to analyse, I will be able to concentrate fully on them. 
7.3.4 Using a critical approach in operationalisation
Another important point in determining how to measure the central concepts in my 
research is to integrate my critical approach (see chapter 5) into the actual survey. I plan
to look into the power structures behind NGOs' online PR practices, which, in my 
opinion, is best seen in the operationalisation of RQ2. With the help of my survey, I plan
to find out whether there are differences in how young adults feel NGOs listen to their 
opinions and take them into account in their online PR. This way I can extend the 
critical view further as well; an analysis of the effects of the dialogic qualities on 
reputation lets me follow through the results with a critical view in mind. 
7.4 Cases in point: The Finnish Red Cross, Amnesty International Finland and Finn 
Church Aid
As the field of non-governmental organisations is extremely wide and diverse – not only
in size, but also considering their practices, degree of institutionalisation and level of 
distribution across the globe – it is not practical or even possible to aim to provide 
research results applicable to all sorts of NGOs. I have decided to concentrate on three 
of them: the Finnish Red Cross, Amnesty International Finland and Finn Church Aid. 
The reasons behind this decision are mostly related to the similarity of the three in 
various aspects: they are large, at least somewhat institutional, seemingly well-known, 
originally international NGOs that have an active Finnish division. Finn Church Aid is 
somewhat of an exception here: the actual organisation is based only in Finland, but 
does most of its work internationally. It belongs to several multinational partnership 
organisations, such as ACT Alliance, which coordinates churches' humanitarian work 
internationally. This is why I have considered Finn Church Aid to be an internationally 
based organisation in the same sense as the other two. 
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Another point bringing the three NGOs together is their area of expertise. They are not 
identical, but all could be seen as performing humanitarian aid in a large sense of the 
concept: while the Red Cross is more focused on, for example, emergency aid during 
natural crises, Amnesty on promoting human rights, and FCA (Finn Church Aid) 
combines development and humanitarian aid, the main mission for all three is to respect
and protect humanity. 
A third central reason for picking these three NGOs is the fact that they are active users 
of online PR. In addition to web sites, which are more or less the norm for NGOs,  all of
the organisations have social media pages (Finnish Red Cross and Amnesty 
International have Facebook and Twitter, Finn Church Aid only Facebook) pages that 
have regular and constant updates. This means that analysing the organisations' online 
PR will hopefully be more reasonable than if I had picked organisations without such a 
strong online presence. However, there is also a slight difference between the three 
cases, as Finn Church Aid is a bit less active than the other two. 
Choosing large NGOs which spread a considerable amount of information online will 
hopefully mean that the respondents of the survey have been able to form opinions on 
their online PR. Naturally basing a survey on only three organisations weakens the 
ability to form generalisations about the field of NGOs. However, I find it more 
important to focus on organisations who have already taken the metaphorical first step 
and fully embraced internet, including social media as a PR tool – that way I will 
hopefully be able to draw conclusions about the effects of using diverse and interactive 
forms of online PR. As I have presented in chapter 6.2, previous research about the 
subject has so far mostly failed to take social media into account. This is perfectly 
understandable for research made even a few years ago, but as there now are NGOs who
clearly have a social media strategy, I see no reason why this survey shouldn't 
concentrate on them. 
7.5 Validity and reliability of the research
Validity and reliability are essential concepts when scientifically measuring a 
48
phenomenon. As, for example, Vehkalahti (2008) clarifies, they are inextricably linked 
with the concept of trustworthiness (Vehkalahti 2008, p. 40). The concepts express two 
sides of the same coin: validity roughly means measuring the concepts, problems or 
phenomena that the research is supposed to measure, and reliability is about the 
accuracy of measuring. Validity can be said to be the more important one, because a 
reliable but not valid research is essentially meaningless – maybe accurate but doesn't 
help in finding out solutions for the research problem. (ibid., p. 41)  
Validity and reliability are important values for me as a researcher, and therefore I have 
paid careful attention to the operationalisation of my research concepts. By combining 
theories and adapting them to fit my research problem I believe I have crafted my 
survey form to be as valid as it can. As for reliability, I have aimed to meticulously 
check my survey form for unclear, poorly written statements or incoherence. I state that 
as a researcher, I have done everything in my power to avoid unreliability in the results, 
but admit that it isn't likely to avoid it completely. As my research focuses on publics, 
some confusion and human errors are inevitable.
7.6 Research ethics
After considering the method, form and execution of my research, it is also valuable to 
look into the ethical side of conducting research. There are certain aspects to be 
considered when creating a survey, such as informing the respondents. Kuula (2006) 
presents several cases where information about the research is needed, and concludes 
that when the research data is being collected straight from the respondents and 
recorded as such, written informing will be needed (Kuula 2006, 119). This is also my 
case, as I don't intend to use other data, e.g. from a register. 
Based on my survey I will not be able to trace the identities of the respondents, 
therefore any other data would be unnecessary. In the description of my survey form I 
expressed the mission of the research and provided my e-mail address in case anyone 
had questions about the research or the survey. Completing the survey form was always 
completely voluntary and the form in its entirety was in a single web page. Therefore 
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anyone who considered answering could first familiarise themselves with the questions 
and then decide if they wanted to provide the information asked.
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8 Survey and its results
As I outlined in chapter 7, I conducted my research using a survey form and a 
quantitative analysis of the responses I acquired. The survey form was constructed using
the operationalisation in chapter 7.3; to be more precise, mainly by transforming the 
follow-up questions in tables 1-3 into statements. I also included a background 
information section, where I asked about the respondents' age, current place of 
residence, level of education and amount of internet use. 
The statement section started with statements aiming to find out if people actually knew
the organisation, if they followed its actions on the internet and whether or not they got 
most of their information about the organisation from the internet. The last statement 
was especially included so that I could determine if the results of the analysis could be 
online-specific instead of describing the effect of all PR on reputation. The section then 
continued with statements measuring the respondents' bond with the organisations – did 
they give donations or otherwise actively participate as a volunteer – as well as those 
measuring the organisations' reputation, dialogic communication and strategic 
communication.
 Only a few of the statements specify the emphasis on online PR, as I found it difficult 
to include an online dimension into statements about strategy, for example. However, 
the title and description of the survey as well as all of the accompanying messages that 
circulated with the survey link indicated such an emphasis. In addition, as I mentioned 
earlier in this chapter, one of the statements was specifically designed to measure the 
degree of concentration on online communications of the organisations. As the 
background information section also had a question about the respondents' daily internet
use, I claim that based on the survey, I can analyse the impact of online, and only 
online, PR. 
For this survey I used a simple Likert scale ranging from 1 (complete disagreement) to 5
(complete agreement), in which the middle option (3) was ”neither agree nor disagree”. 
This was a conscious choice, as I wanted the survey to have a neutral option without 
making the respondents choose something like ”I don't know”. The written form of the 
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middle option, compared to ”I don't know”, is less ambiguous and therefore a better fit 
for my analysis. While a person stating they don't know what to answer can mean a 
multitude of things ranging from lack of knowledge or interest to confusion over the 
statement, someone stating they neither agree nor disagree can be said to simply have a 
neutral point of view over that specific statement.
In order to have results that could be generalised to account for the whole population of 
18- to 30-year-olds, I would have had to do a random sampling. Unfortunately due to 
the nature of this thesis I didn't have sufficient resources for such data collection and 
had to rely on cost-efficient and easily reachable sources. 
The survey was spread in several ways. I used a snowball technique on Facebook by 
first publishing the survey to my friends, some of whom then shared it with their 
friends. I also sent the survey to several University of Helsinki e-mail lists. Some of 
these were open, so I was able to directly send a message promoting my survey, others 
had a communications officer who controlled what could be posted on the list. As these 
communications officers did not inform me whether they had decided to forward my 
message or not, I have no exact way of telling where the survey spread exactly. 
I also contacted each of the NGOs in question and asked if they could promote my 
survey via their Facebook page, e-mail list or other similar means. All three eventually 
denied, citing their social media principles which only allowed content produced by the 
organisation itself (Finnish Red Cross) or content directly related to their work (Finn 
Church Aid). The Finnish division of Amnesty International claimed they had no 
suitable online means to promote my survey, which is a fairly similar reason compared 
to the other two. However, all of the regional Finnish Red Cross divisions that I 
managed to contact (Helsinki area, Tampere, Lahti, Kuopio, Turku area) happily 
published a link to my survey on their Facebook pages. The total amount of people 
following these pages was fairly small, but I still felt it was important to find a way to 
get answers from people who most likely had a bond with at least one of the 
organisations. 
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I also had some concerns about highly educated people being overrepresented in my 
sample, since a significant part of the answers seemed to be coming in after some of the 
University of Helsinki e-mail lists published a link to the survey. By managing to spread
the survey outside of the university world I was able to have higher hopes for the 
sample to evenly represent the educational backgrounds of all Finns in my targeted age 
group.
The survey was first published on March 28th, 2013 and closed on April 15th, 2013. 
The ways of promoting the survey were rather evenly spread over the whole time: the 
last messages to organisations went out on April 10th. In total I acquired 176 responses.
8.1 Who are the respondents? A brief profile
After closing the survey form I wanted to take a look at the background information 
given by the respondents in order to acquire an understanding of what my sample looks 
like – in terms of gender, education level, amount of time spent on the internet and so 
on. 
At first, I cleared the data, removing all cases where the respondents were aged over 30 
or under 18, as well as all cases where the respondent had stated they worked for one of 
the organisations. This left me with 145 usable cases for my analysis. As the tables 
below demonstrate, a vast majority of these are female and live in the capital area. A 
high educational background is also common.





Table 5: Respondents' place of residence. N = 145
Frequency Percent
Capital area 113 77,9
Other town with 50 000+ inhabitants 18 12,4





Table 6: Respondents' level of education (highest level attended). N = 145
Frequency Percent
Comprehensive level 1 0,7
Secondary level 17 11,7
Bachelor level 55 37,9
Master level 72 49,7
The data also consists of active internet users: all of the respondents use internet daily, 
with 57,2 % spending more than 3 hours on the internet every day.
Table 7: Respondents' daily internet use. N= 145
Frequency Percent Cumulative 
percent
More than 5 
hours 
27 18,6 18,6
3 to 5 hours 56 38,6 57,2
1 to 3 hours 53 36,6 93,8




As the chart shows, people born in 1988, who are 25 years old this year, are the largest 
age group. There are roughly equal amounts of cases where the respondent is between 
22 and 30. However, the age group between 18 and 22 is somewhat underrepresented in 
the sample: only one respondent is born in 1995. To some extent, the age of the 
54
respondents possibly accounts for the common high education: if most of the cases were
people between 18 and 20, for example, there would be practically no one with a 
Master's level degree, even an unfinished one, and secondary education would most 
likely be a far more common answer.
As this background information clearly shows, my sample does not adequately 
represent the whole Finnish population aged 18 to 30. There are clear signs of 
overrepresentation of women, certain age groups, people in higher education as well as 
people living in the capital area of Finland. Miettinen and Vehkalahti (2013) also point 
out another problem regarding the samples of such online surveys as mine: as the 
respondents haven't been invited to answer the survey, but have chosen to do that 
themselves, their motivation to fill the form may more or less lie in personal interest 
(Miettinen and Vehkalahti 2013, pp. 87-88). This means that most likely my survey 
results represent the opinions of people who are already interested in NGOs either 
generally or specifically (for example, the respondents from the local Finnish Red Cross
groups). In my sample, these people appear to be predominantly female, urban and well-
educated. 
8.2 Survey frequencies and results
At first, I will introduce all the survey statements and their respective descriptive 
statistics in the table below. The scale of the answers is 1-5, 1 meaning “completely 
disagree” and 5 “completely agree”. 
Table 8: Frequencies of all the survey variables. N = 145 
Variable name Mean Standard deviation Median N
I am familiar with the 
organisation /FRC
4,49 0,67 5 145
I am familiar with the 
organisation /Amnesty
3,94 1,07 4 145
I am familiar with the 
organisation /FCA
3,75 1,18 4 145
I have followed the 
organisation's work 
via internet/ FRC
2,78 1,46 2 145
I have followed the 
organisation's work 
via internet/Amnesty
2,47 1,53 2 145
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I have followed the 
organisation's work 
via internet/FCA
2,15 1,32 2 145
I get most of the 
information I have 
about the organisation
from internet/ FRC
3,06 1,32 3 145
I get most of the 




3,04 1,46 3 145
I get most of the 
information I have 
about the organisation
from internet/FCA
2,83 1,38 3 145
I have donated money
for the organisation 
during the last year/ 
FRC
2,52 1,80 1 145
I have donated money
for the organisation 
during the last 
year/Amnesty
1,61 1,41 1 145
I have donated money
for the organisation 
during the last 
year/FCA
1,83 1,50 1 145
I have volunteered 
actively in the 
organisation during 
the last year/FRC
1,73 1,49 1 145
I have volunteered 
actively in the 
organisation during 
the last year/Amnesty
1,23 0,88 1 145
I have volunteered 
actively in the 
organisation during 
the last year/FCA
1,03 0,20 1 145
I appreciate the 
organisation's 
work/FRC
4,61 0,72 5 145
I appreciate the 
organisation's 
work/Amnesty
4,03 1,16 4 145
I appreciate the 
organisation's 
work/FCA
4,08 1,19 5 145
I almost never come 
across the 
organisation in the 
media/FRC
3,94 1,14 4 145
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I almost never come 
across the 
organisation in the 
media/Amnesty
3,85 1,20 4 145
I almost never come 
across the 
organisation in the 
media/FCA
3,58 1,22 4 145
In my opinion, the 
organisation is one of 
the best known ones 
in Finland/FRC
4,62 0,65 5 145
In my opinion, the 
organisation is one of 
the best known ones 
in Finland/Amnesty
3,23 1,16 3 145
In my opinion, the 
organisation is one of 
the best known ones 
in Finland/FCA
3,36 1,13 3 145
The organisation is 
capable of developing 
its action/FRC
3,93 0,87 4 145
The organisation is 
capable of developing 
its action/Amnesty
3,76 0,96 4 145
The organisation is 
capable of developing 
its action/FCA
3,75 1,02 4 145
The organisation 
follows current trends 
and dares to make 
changes/FRC
3,37 0,85 3 145
The organisation 
follows current trends 
and dares to make 
changes/Amnesty
3,49 0,94 3 145
The organisation 
follows current trends 
and dares to make 
changes/FCA
3,17 1,00 3 145
The organisation 
continuously aims to 
make its work 
better/FRC
3,55 0,80 3 145
The organisation 
continuously aims to 
make its work 
better/Amnesty
3,37 0,87 3 145
The organisation 
continuously aims to 
make its work 
better/FCA
3,34 0,91 3 145
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I think the 
organisation's work is 
ethical and 
responsible/FRC
4,31 0,87 5 145
I think the 
organisation's work is 
ethical and 
responsible/Amnesty
3,84 1,05 4 145
I think the 
organisation's work is 
ethical and 
responsible/FCA
3,91 1,06 4 145




3,72 0,86 4 145




3,61 0,94 4 145




3,71 1,01 4 145
The organisation 
stands out when 
compared with other 
similar NGOs/FRC
3,81 0,99 4 145
The organisation 
stands out when 
compared with other 
similar 
NGOs/Amnesty
3,38 1,10 3 145
The organisation 
stands out when 
compared with other 
similar NGOs/FCA
3,19 1,14 3 145
The organisation is 
the most prominent 
one in its field in 
Finland/FRC
4,40 0,82 5 145
The organisation is 
the most prominent 
one in its field in 
Finland/Amnesty
3,88 1,20 4 145
The organisation is 
the most prominent 
one in its field in 
Finland/FCA
3,32 1,12 3 145
The organisation is 
the best actor in its 
field in Finland/FRC
3,84 0,97 4 145
The organisation is 3,32 1,00 3 145
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the best actor in its 
field in 
Finland/Amnesty
The organisation is 
the best actor in its 
field in Finland/FCA
3,19 0,98 3 145
I know the values on 
which the 
organisation bases its 
work/FRC
3,77 1,12 4 145
I know the values on 
which the 
organisation bases its 
work/Amnesty
3,59 1,17 4 145
I know the values on 
which the 
organisation bases its 
work/FCA
3,63 1,16 4 145
I support the 
organisation's value 
base/FRC
4,20 0,83 4 145
I support the 
organisation's value 
base/Amnesty
3,88 1,04 4 145
I support the 
organisation's value 
base/FCA
3,61 1,23 4 145
I know the main 
missions of the 
organisation/FRC
3,54 1,12 4 145
I know the main 
missions of the 
organisation/Amnesty
3,54 1,21 4 145
I know the main 
missions of the 
organisation/FCA
3,19 1,14 3 145
I support the main 
missions of the 
organisation/FRC
4,08 0,78 4 145
I support the main 
missions of the 
organisation/Amnesty
3,84 0,99 4 145
I support the main 
missions of the 
organisation/FCA
3,56 0,99 4 145




3,39 0,83 3 145
I feel the organisation 
takes citizens' 
opinions into 
3,28 0,92 3 145
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account/Amnesty




3,08 0,85 3 145
I cannot influence the 
organisation's work 
online, even if I 
wanted to/FRC
3,14 0,93 3 145
I cannot influence the 
organisation's work 
online, even if I 
wanted to/Amnesty
3,39 0,96 3 145
I cannot influence the 
organisation's work 
online, even if I 
wanted to/FCA
3,15 0,92 3 145
I trust the 
organisation's ability 
to achieve its 
missions/FRC
3,97 0,74 4 145
I trust the 
organisation's ability 
to achieve its 
missions/Amnesty
3,39 1,05 4 145
I trust the 
organisation's ability 
to achieve its 
missions/FCA
3,61 0,92 4 145
I trust the organisation
as a representative of 
citizens/FRC
3,74 1,00 4 145
I trust the organisation
as a representative of 
citizens/Amnesty
3,23 1,10 3 145
I trust the organisation
as a representative of 
citizens/FCA
3,24 1,07 3 145
I am satisfied with the
work of the 
organisation/FRC
4,02 0,89 4 145
I am satisfied with the
work of the 
organisation/Amnesty
3,38 1,06 3 145
I am satisfied with the
work of the 
organisation/FCA





3,52 0,99 3 145









3,07 0,95 3 145
I am not interested in 
the work of the 
organisation/FRC
4,08 1,03 4 145
I am not interested in 
the work of the 
organisation/Amnesty
3,53 1,24 4 145
I am not interested in 
the work of the 
organisation/FCA
3,56 1,25 4 145
I feel the organisation 
wants to maintain a 
relationship with 
ordinary citizens/FRC
3,71 0,92 4 145
I feel the organisation 




3,26 0,96 3 145
I feel the organisation 
wants to maintain a 
relationship with 
ordinary citizens/FCA
3,37 0,91 3 145
If I contact the 
organisation online, I 
will get a 
response/FRC
3,34 0,70 3 145
If I contact the 
organisation online, I 
will get a 
response/Amnesty
3,17 0,71 3 145
If I contact the 
organisation online, I 
will get a 
response/FCA
3,10 0,58 3 145
If I want to, I am able 
to have conversation 
online with a 
representative of the 
organisation/FRC
3,20 0,75 3 145
If I want to, I am able 
to have conversation 
online with a 
representative of the 
organisation/Amnesty
3,03 0,72 3 145
If I want to, I am able 
to have conversation 
2,97 0,66 3 145
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online with a 
representative of the 
organisation/FCA
First I looked into the correlations between three variables measuring what can be 
roughly called ”closeness to the organisation”: familiarity, donating money to the 
organisation and volunteering for the organisation. In nearly all cases there was a 
statistically significant correlation at the 0.05 level, most of which also had statistical 
significance at the 0.01 level, meaning it is unlikely that the correlations would be a 
coincidence. 
Table 9: Correlations of the variables measuring closeness to the organisation. N= 145
Variable 
combinations













*. Statistically significant at the 0.05 level. **. Statistically significant at the 0.01 level.
As the table above shows, the correlations between these variables vary in strength; 
however, they also vary between the organisations. In the case of the Finnish Red Cross,
familiarity and donating money to the organisation do not have a very high correlation, 
but when looking at Finn Church Aid, the same two variables have the strongest 
correlation of all the alternatives. I decided not to combine all three variables for all 
three organisations, as all of the correlations were not statistically significant and even 
some of those that were had a relatively weak correlation. Furthermore, as the strongest 
and weakest variable combinations were not the same between organisations, an all-
combining variable would not have been comparable between the three NGOs. I then 
ended up to combine the variables for donating money and volunteering, as their results 
were much more uniform, as expected.
While closeness to the organisation is not explicitly mentioned in my research 
questions, I found it important to measure and analyse as well. I plan to analyse the 
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effect of closeness on both the perceived strategic and dialogic qualities of the NGOs' 
online PR, as well as taking it into account in further analysis. The strategic and dialogic
qualities of online PR may well affect the reputations of NGOs, but it is also possible 
that some of the effect is explained by closeness – if a respondent has a strong 
relationship with the organisation, could it affect the way the same person reacts to the 
organisation's strategic or dialogic PR? 
8.3 Reputation: how are the NGOs seen?
Before I dive further into my analysis of the online PR of the three NGOs in question, I 
plan to take a look at their reputation using my survey results. 
As I explained in chapter 7.3.3, I measured reputation with the help of Aula and 
Heinonen’s structural reputation model. I used a total of four dimensions of reputation, 
which are public image, success, community responsibility and ability to change and 
develop.
As table 8 in chapter 7.2 shows, all three NGOs seemed to have a positive public image,
some stronger than others. They were generally appreciated by the respondents; on a 
scale of 1 to 5 with 5 being the highest, the means for the organisations varied from 4,03
(Amnesty International) to 4,61 (Finnish Red Cross). The respondents also seem to see 
the three NGOs having a fair amount of media visibility. The Finnish Red Cross 
somewhat distances itself from the other two organisations, having the best overall 
scores, which shows clearly when the respondents were asked whether they thought the 
organisations were one of the best known ones in Finland.
It seems that even though all of the organisations are generally seen in a positive light, 
FRC is the only one that is really thought to be widely known on a national level. It has 
to be pointed out that while the means for Amnesty and FCA are much lower than that 
of FRC, they still stay on the “positive” side (above three). Therefore, their scores are 
indicators of a generally neutral opinion – which may result from any number of things 
– instead of reflecting that the organisations would not be nationally known.
The reputational dimension for ability to change and develop was also measured in 
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three questions. All of the organisations generally received good evaluations, even if the
average scores are more on the neutral side. A point worth attention here is the changing
order of the organisations depending on statements: Amnesty International rose to first 
place when asked about the organisations' readiness to adapt to current trends as well as 
changing situations. Even though Amnesty also has a fairly neutral score, it is possible 
that the respondents see it as the most flexible NGO of the three, realising changes in its
work and adapting itself to new challenges. 
Another dimension I used to measure reputation was community responsibility, further 
developed in two questions about the responsibility and ethicality of the organisations' 
action, as well as about their contribution to sustainable development. Again, the 
answers were positive on average, with the Finnish Red Cross having the highest-rising 
average scores.
The success dimension of reputation can be said to show a somewhat triumphant 
Finnish Red Cross – it was very clearly the most successful NGO in all three questions. 
Noteworthy is that when the focus of the survey question shifted from the (media or 
internet) visibility of the NGOs to evaluating their actual work, the average scores 
jumped closer to three and thus, “neutralised”. While the overall scores are generally 
positive in all statements, this distinction is an interesting remark.
To conclude, based on my survey results it can be said that differences in measured 
reputation exist between NGOs as well as between different dimensions of reputation 
and the exact target of reputation assessment. All three NGOs had a fairly good public 
image, even though the Finnish Red Cross can be said to have positively stood out 
among the results. Not one question concerning reputation got average scores of less 
than 3 – while those lower grades did exist in the results, they were in each separate 
case outnumbered by the more positive reviews. This fact alone is good news for the 
organisations – evidently they can be said to have done something right, if the general 
opinion about them and their work is neutral to positive in each case. 
However, certain possibly more problematic issues did rise from the results. First of all, 
a large part of the questions had more neutral “neither agree nor disagree” answers than 
anything else. This might result from a number of reasons, but from an organisational 
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point of view it might be worth researching if different aspects of reputation generally 
only evoke a neutral opinion. 
Another point worth noting is that those neutral opinions were rather heavily centred on 
the questions measuring different actions taken by the organisations. While most people 
had a clearly positive opinion on matters that concerned the visibility of organisations, 
the assessment of their actual work did generally not come all that easily. Visibility is 
something the NGOs can control, but only up to a certain point, while their action is 
maybe not solely dependent on themselves, but at least something they have a full 
responsibility of. If the work of the NGOs is somewhat in the shadow of their media 
visibility, it might tell something about their priorities.
8.4 The strategic qualities of online PR
I started my analysis of the organisations' strategic PR by looking at the frequencies of 
the variables set to measure said concept. In general, the scores for these variables were 
high: the respondents claim they know and support the values and missions of the 
organisations. This indicates at least some strategic PR would have been done, with 
success to boot.
As one could expect, the variables measuring how well people claim to know the 
organisations' values and if they support them have high correlations – but only within 
one specific organisation. Between organisations, however, there are no significant 
correlations: knowing the background values of the Finnish Red Cross, for example, 
does not have a connection with knowing those of Amnesty International. Support for 
the NGOs' values and missions is a similar case, where there are no generalisations to 
be made for all three NGOs. This seems strange, at least at first glance – one would 
expect that if a respondent knew an organisation's value base or supported said 
organisation, they would also be more likely to do so with the other two NGOs. Then 
again, there are obvious differences between the organisations in the spotlight. As FCA 
is evidently the most Christian of the NGOs, it is probable that people who do not want 
to be affiliated with Christianity would also not support the organisation's values and 
missions even if they were generally supportive of NGOs dealing with humanitarian 
and development issues. That said, this possibility nowhere near explains the lack of 
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correlation between NGOs as a whole. 
Another point to keep in mind is that the respondents include people who were affiliated
with the Finnish Red Cross, at least so much so that they belonged to a geographical 
division meant for active volunteers. It is possible that respondents from those groups 
were only really aware of their ”own” organisation's work and ignorant or unsupportive 
of the others'. Again it must be noted that this possibility would only explain a fraction 
of the correlation results, as these respondents are only a minority and it is mostly 
speculation to ponder about whether or not they know and support the values of 
Amnesty and Finn Church Aid. 
8.5 The dialogic qualities of online PR
In this chapter I will examine the frequencies of the variables that measured dialogic 
PR. This will help me in formulating a picture of how the respondents see these 
qualities in the three NGOs I concentrate on. 
In my survey I operationalised the concept of dialogic PR by using five different theory-
based principles of relationship building. These were control mutuality, trust, 
satisfaction + usefulness of information, commitment and dialogic loop.
Control mutuality could be explained as the degree to which individual members of the 
public can – or, more importantly, feel they can – affect the organisation and vice versa. 
I measured this principle with two questions, which both received generally very neutral
answers. The reasons for this could be numerous: maybe a large part of the respondents 
have never tried or wanted to influence the NGOs in some way, or have possibly never 
even thought about it – with large and institutionalised NGOs, the concept of control 
could understandably be thought of as one-directional. 
The variables measuring trust came out somewhat differently. The concept was divided 
in two questions; the dualism is also visible in the answers, which show clearly positive 
averages for the question about trusting the NGOs in completing their missions, and 
significantly more neutral ones when asked whether the NGOs could be trusted in 
representing publics. Therefore, according to this survey it is apparent that the trust felt 
for them is linked to what the organisations do as sort of separate entities. 
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The third principle, satisfaction + usefulness of information, is twofold, as the name 
suggests. I operationalised it in two questions, the first of which measured the level of 
satisfaction the respondents felt with the NGOs. Again, all of the organisations, but 
especially the Finnish Red Cross received a good overall average score. However, the 
variable for usefulness of information, then, was generally answered in a clearly more 
neutral fashion. In all cases a large majority had chosen the neutral option, although 
FRC again got more of the positive and less of the negative and neutral than Amnesty 
and FCA. 
The fourth principle in dialogic PR and creating relationships online is commitment, 
meaning both a lasting interest in the organisations as well as a sense of the NGOs 
wanting to maintain a relationship with publics.  On average, all of the organisations 
evoked interest in the respondents. However, the differences between them were also 
clear with the Finnish Red Cross again having the largest number of positive 
evaluations. This replicates the standings the NGOs have had in several questions 
concerning, for example, their public image – it could be said to be natural that the 
organisations with the highest media visibility and best public image are also the ones 
that have the greatest number of interested followers. The question that measured the 
respondents' sense of the organisation maintaining a relationship with the had more 
neutral answers. This is again an example of greater neutrality when it comes to 
evaluating the organisations' action with their publics instead of “out in the world”.
The fifth and final principle in relationship building is the dialogic loop, which refers to 
actual online interaction between a citizen and a representative of an NGO. In my 
survey there were two questions directed to this principle, both of which received 
remarkably neutral average scores in all three cases. Once more it could be pointed out 
that questions about the organisation interacting with their publics turned out to not 
evoke a great deal of different opinions. While the organisations, based on the survey 
results, get positive feedback on their work in general as well as their media visibility, 
the dialogic qualities are significantly more problematic. 
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9 Analysis
After exploring and showcasing the survey results in a rather straightforward manner, in
this chapter I will deepen my analysis by researching how the aforementioned strategic 
and dialogic qualities of online PR then affect the reputation of the organisations. This 
analysis will, then, also be the base of how I plan to answer my research questions. 
In chapter 2.3, I presented the excellence theory of public relations, based on which I 
also formed my research questions – about the respective effects of the strategic and 
dialogic qualities of PR. As I have briefly stated in the aforementioned chapter, the two 
so-called dimensions of excellent PR can be seen as overlapping: according to the views
of the researchers, dialogue is in fact an integral part of the strategy of an excellent and 
effective organisation. Therefore, I present that instead of separate concepts, there are 
actually two levels of strategic PR. The first one is the idea level – the part of the 
excellence theory where the strategic stages and steps are presented – and the second 
one the practical level, where strategic thinking is being put into action by creating 
dialogue and, thus, relationships with publics. This is also the basis for my interpretation
of the analysis results: while the two levels are being presented separately, I plan to 
merge my findings in order to create a more thorough and coherent view of the state of 
strategic PR on both its levels. These findings then eventually answer my research 
problem: how does the online PR of NGOs affect their reputation?
Before starting my analysis, I needed to examine the questions about the reputation of 
the NGOs in order to find out whether they would in some way correlate with each 
other. This would then help me combine the ones that had the strongest connection and 
could therefore be said to be measuring the same things. These sum variables would 
then help my regression analysis as the number of single and distinct variables would be
reduced.
I started with examining the correlations per statement. However, this did not take me 
very far: some statements, such as “The organisation is able to develop” had statistically
significant correlations between all three NGOs, whereas others did not correlate at all. I
then moved on to examine correlations per dimension and organisation. This means that
I started by looking at the three variables measuring the public image dimension for the 
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Finnish Red Cross, then moved on to FRC's ability to change and development 
dimension and so on. Using this strategy I acquired coherent results for all the NGOs. 
Apart from the public image dimension, all of the statements had a statistically 
significant correlation, meaning that the statements measuring reputation seem to have 
been crafted in a way that supports the validity of the survey. If three statements about 
the same dimension and thus essentially the same idea correlate with even medium 
strength in a small sample such as this, it is highly likely that they have been measuring 
the same issue, and can thus be combined into a new sum variable. As the statistical 
significance also stayed at the 0.01 level, the connections most likely actually exist and 
don't result from mere coincidence in the sample.
As for the public image dimension, lacking correlation made me choose just one 
variable, appreciation for the organisations, in my analysis. I consider the appreciation 
variable to be the best one to sum up the dimension in this unfortunate situation where I 
couldn't use all of the three. 
Apart from the strategic and dialogic qualities of online PR, which are evidently the key
independent variables here, I also wanted to see if the background factors had any 
influence. It would be short-sighted to analyse the effect of the strategic qualities of PR 
on the reputation of Finn Church Aid, for example, if I would refrain from taking into 
account the effect of issues such as age or gender. Before having actually conducted my 
analysis it is impossible to determine whether or not these are important factors – this is 
why I think it is vital to include them. In addition to age and gender, I will be 
incorporating closeness to the organisation (for further explanations, see chapter 8.2) in 
my analysis. 
9.1 How do the strategic qualities of online PR affect reputation?
I started my analysis with looking at the correlations between the variables that 
measured those strategic qualities. The statements handled both the values and the 
missions of the organisations, as well as knowing and supporting these values and/or 
missions. Analysing the correlations between statements measuring the strategic PR 
qualities of a specific organisation provided good results: all of the correlations are 
rather strong as well as statistically significant at the 0.01 level. 
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I also found that analysing the strategic qualities per organisation would be the most 
ideal option, which would then also allow me to investigate the possible differences 
between these three NGOs. Then, and only then, would I be sufficiently equipped to 
form generalisations of all the three, having also examined the variation between them. 
9.1.1 Case: The Finnish Red Cross
At first I plan to examine the effect of strategic online PR on reputation within the 
Finnish Red Cross. I will conduct these analyses using regression analysis, a technique 
that enables me to create a model  - or several – with one or more independent variables,
calculating the explanation rate for the selected dependent variable. As the analysis 
results not only show the explanation rate and statistical significance of the whole 
model, but also the effect of different variables, I believe it is an excellent way of 
analysing my research question topics. The tool allows me to keep in mind that all of 
the variation in reputation might not be explained by the strategic qualities, however 
well they were created for my survey, but also by the background information and 
profile of the respondents. 
The gender variable is coded as a so-called dummy variable in the forthcoming 
analyses. When interpreting the results, this means that the effect of gender is actually 
the effect and coefficient of being female.
First I analysed the effect of the strategic qualities on the public image of the Finnish 
Red Cross, which in this case, as explained before, technically means the appreciation 
of FRC. As can be seen from the tables below, the model only explains 7 % of the 
variation in said question. 
When looking at the coefficients of the distinct variables, it is evident that while 
strategy is the one explaining most of the variation, it still only has an effect of 0,235. 
Even though the background information factors explain even less here, the effect of the
strategic qualities cannot be said to be strong. The strategy variable is not a reliable 
explanation for appreciation either, as it has no statistical significance on its own.
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Table 10: Model summary. N = 145
Model Summary
Model R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the Estimate
1 ,309a ,096 ,070 ,693
a. Predictors: (Constant), Closeness, Age, Gender, Strategic PR qualities
Table 11: Coefficient table. N = 145
Coefficientsa
Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients t Sig.
B Std. Error Beta
1
(Constant) 4,365 ,639 6,826 ,000
Strategic PR qualities ,213 ,091 ,235 2,355 ,020
Gender ,076 ,163 ,038 ,469 ,640
Age -,028 ,020 -,115 -1,425 ,156
Closeness ,030 ,052 ,058 ,577 ,565
a. Dependent Variable: : Public image
The effect of the strategic qualities on the ability to change and develop dimension is 
significantly stronger. While the model as a whole is more sound than the previous one, 
its explanation rate still isn't very high – although examining the variables and their 
coefficients show that strategy accounts for a major part of that effect, creating a 
positive effect on reputation. 
Table 12: Model summary. N = 145
Model Summary
Model R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the Estimate
1 ,558a ,312 ,292 ,58135
a. Predictors: (Constant), Closeness, Age, Gender, Strategic PR qualities
Table 13: Coefficient table. N =145
Coefficientsa
Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized
Coefficients
t Sig.
B Std. Error Beta
1
(Constant) 2,904 ,536 5,415 ,000
Strategic PR qualities ,445 ,076 ,510 5,865 ,000
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Gender ,068 ,136 ,035 ,499 ,618
Age -,043 ,017 -,182 -2,579 ,011
Closeness -,001 ,044 -,002 -,026 ,979
a. Dependent Variable: Ability to change and develop
The analysis on FRC's community responsibility does not provide stronger explanation 
rates. While this model is statistically significant as well, looking at the standardised 
coefficients of the variables shows once again that strategy is virtually the only 
independent variable with any real effect. This effect is again positive.
Table 14: Model summary. N =145
Model Summary
Model R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the Estimate
1 ,432a ,187 ,163 ,68903
a. Predictors: (Constant), Closeness, Age, Gender, Strategic PR qualities
Table 15: Coefficient table. N = 145
Coefficientsa
Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized
Coefficients
t Sig.
B Std. Error Beta
1
(Constant) 3,550 ,636 5,585 ,000
Strategic PR qualities ,428 ,090 ,449 4,752 ,000
Gender -,042 ,162 -,020 -,258 ,797
Age -,040 ,020 -,156 -2,028 ,044
Closeness -,075 ,052 -,136 -1,438 ,153
a. Dependent Variable: Community responsibility
The success dimension of the reputation of Finnish Red Cross is somewhat better 
explained by the regression analysis model. A continuous pattern can be said to exist 
amongst the strategy analyses: the strategic qualities are in this case, as well, the only 
notable independent variable with a credible coefficient, which again is positive. 
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Table 16: Model summary. N = 145
Model Summary
Model R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the Estimate
1 ,507a ,257 ,235 ,65877
a. Predictors: (Constant), Closeness, Age, Gender, Strategic PR qualities
Table 17: Coefficient table. N = 145
Coefficientsa
Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients t Sig.
B Std. Error Beta
1
(Constant) 3,214 ,608 5,288 ,000
Strategic PR qualities ,404 ,086 ,425 4,700 ,000
Gender -,131 ,154 -,063 -,851 ,396
Age -,030 ,019 -,117 -1,592 ,114
Closeness ,044 ,050 ,081 ,898 ,371
a. Dependent Variable: Success
As shown above, in the case of the Finnish Red Cross the strategic qualities of online 
PR affect different aspects of reputation in a somewhat ambivalent manner. On one 
hand, their overall effect on each reputational dimension is modest – the explanation 
rate only comes close to 30 % in one case and is noticeably lower in all others. This 
naturally means that the strategic qualities alone cannot explain the variation in FRC's 
reputation. On the other hand, the fact that the background information has little to no 
effect on reputation while strategy constantly has the most reliable coefficients shows 
that strategy does have an unmistakeable influence, and that the variation in FRC's 
reputation is better explained by the qualities of online PR than by age or closeness to 
the organisation, for example. 
9.1.2 Case: Amnesty International
In this chapter I will continue with my regression analyses and assess the effect of 
strategic online PR on the reputation of the Finnish division of Amnesty International. 
The effect of strategy on the appreciation dimension of reputation is a great deal 
stronger than in FRC's case. Looking more closely at the individual coefficients of the 
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independent variables shows once again that the strategic qualities of PR combined are 
the only variable with a remarkable positive effect on this area of reputation. Gender, 
age and closeness to the organisation all seem to only have a minimal effect, which 
therefore is not statistically significant.
 
Table 18: Model summary. N = 145
Model Summary
Model R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the Estimate
1 ,590a ,348 ,330 ,947
a. Predictors: (Constant), Closeness, Age, Gender, Strategic PR qualities
Table 19: Coefficient table. N = 145
Coefficientsa
Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients t Sig.
B Std. Error Beta
1
(Constant) 1,133 ,775 1,462 ,146
Strategic PR qualities ,715 ,090 ,597 7,922 ,000
Gender ,212 ,224 ,066 ,947 ,345
Age ,004 ,027 ,011 ,164 ,870
Closeness -,032 ,089 -,027 -,355 ,723
a. Dependent Variable: : Public image
The dimension for the ability to change and develop appears to be more strongly 
affected by strategic PR. When taking a more detailed look at the individual 
coefficients, strategic PR is the only completely statistically significant one as well as 
being the one with the strongest effect. 
Table 20: Model summary. N = 145
Model Summary
Model R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the Estimate
1 ,636a ,404 ,387 ,59084
a. Predictors: (Constant), Closeness, Age, Gender, Strategic PR qualities
Table 21: Coefficient table. N = 145
Coefficientsa
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Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients t Sig.
B Std. Error Beta
1
(Constant) 1,832 ,483 3,791 ,000
Strategic PR qualities ,436 ,056 ,558 7,737 ,000
Gender ,203 ,140 ,097 1,455 ,148
Age -,009 ,017 -,035 -,533 ,595
Closeness ,101 ,055 ,135 1,831 ,069
a. Dependent Variable: Ability to change and develop
The community responsibility dimension for Amnesty International's reputation is, 
according to the respective regression analysis, also somewhat affected by the strategic 
PR qualities. Even though an effect covering roughly two fifths of a variable still leaves 
room for other explaining factors, it should be kept in mind here that apart from 
strategic PR, the theoretical frame for this research suggests that the role of dialogic PR 
is also significant. Therefore, I consider an effect of more than 40 percent from the 
strategic qualities alone to be a remarkable one. 
Table 22: Model summary. N = 145
Model Summary
Model R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the Estimate
1 ,670a ,449 ,433 ,66094
a. Predictors: (Constant), Closeness, Age, Gender, Strategic PR qualities
Table 23: Coefficient table. N = 145
Coefficientsa
Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients t Sig.
B Std. Error Beta
1
(Constant) 1,759 ,541 3,253 ,001
Strategic PR qualities ,625 ,063 ,688 9,922 ,000
Gender ,033 ,156 ,013 ,208 ,835
Age -,013 ,019 -,043 -,683 ,496
Closeness -,037 ,062 -,042 -,597 ,552
a. Dependent Variable: Community responsibility
As for the success dimension of Amnesty's reputation, even the adjusted explanation 
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rates for the model containing strategic PR stay high. The effect of strategic PR on 
success is evidently stronger than in any of the previous cases, emphasised by the fact 
that once again the independent variables measuring the background information of the 
respondents are weak and statistically insignificant in explaining the variation. 
The effect of strategic PR on the success dimension of reputation and the difference 
compared to the other reputational dimensions is somewhat understandable; if an NGO 
is seen as successful, it may imply that the general opinion about the organisation is 
positive, which in turn might be at least partially the result of strategic PR.
Table 24: Model summary. N = 145
Model Summary
Model R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the Estimate
1 ,695a ,482 ,468 ,68834
a. Predictors: (Constant), Closeness, Age, Gender, Strategic PR qualities
Table 25: Coefficient table. N = 145
Coefficientsa
Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients t Sig.
B Std. Error Beta
1
(Constant) 1,160 ,563 2,060 ,041
Strategic PR qualities ,636 ,066 ,651 9,694 ,000
Gender -,173 ,163 -,066 -1,064 ,289
Age ,001 ,020 ,004 ,072 ,942
Closeness ,082 ,065 ,087 1,275 ,204
a. Dependent Variable: Success
9.1.3 Case: Finn Church Aid
Last I will turn my attention to the effect of strategic online PR on reputation within 
Finn Church Aid. As I have explained before, the nature of the organisation is somewhat
different from the other two NGOs, mostly because it operates within the state church of
Finland. 
The effect of the strategic PR qualities on the public image dimension of reputation – or 
in this case, appreciation – is again fairly modest. Another already familiar point to 
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bring to light is that the strategic qualities are the only independent variable with actual 
statistically significant influence on the appreciation variable, meaning that the 
background information variables are invalid in causing an effect.
Table 26: Model summary. N = 145
Model Summary
Model R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the Estimate
1 ,519a ,269 ,248 1,032
a. Predictors: (Constant), Closeness, Age, Gender, Strategic PR qualities
Table 27: Coefficient table. N = 145
Coefficientsa
Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients t Sig.
B Std. Error Beta
1
(Constant) 1,211 ,857 1,413 ,160
Gender ,135 ,239 ,041 ,564 ,573
Age ,018 ,030 ,045 ,619 ,537
Closeness ,041 ,127 ,027 ,319 ,750
Strategic PR qualities ,639 ,106 ,504 6,050 ,000
a. Dependent Variable: : Public image
The dimension for FCA's ability to change and develop is remarkably more strongly 
affected by the regression model. The explanation rate is for the most part caused by the
strategic PR qualities, and the influence of the background variables once again stays 
minimal.
Table 28: Model summary. N = 145
Model Summary
Model R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the Estimate
1 ,661a ,436 ,420 ,64151
a. Predictors: (Constant), Closeness, Age, Gender, Strategic PR qualities
Table 29: Coefficient table. N = 145
Coefficientsa
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Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized
Coefficients
t Sig.
B Std. Error Beta
1
(Constant) 1,006 ,533 1,889 ,061
Gender ,194 ,149 ,083 1,300 ,196
Age ,008 ,018 ,028 ,432 ,666
Closeness ,079 ,079 ,074 1,005 ,317
Strategic PR qualities ,554 ,066 ,618 8,446 ,000
a. Dependent Variable: Ability to change and develop
Looking at the community responsibility dimension of reputation, the essential numbers
do not change drastically from the previous one. The share of the coefficients is not as 
clearly peaked as in the change and development dimension, but the strategic PR sum 
variable remains the only statistically significant one.
Table 30: Model summary. N = 145
Model Summary
Model R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the Estimate
1 ,648a ,420 ,404 ,73094
a. Predictors: (Constant), Closeness, Age, Gender, Strategic PR qualities
Table 31: Coefficient table. N = 145
Coefficientsa
Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients t Sig.
B Std. Error Beta
1
(Constant) 1,150 ,607 1,896 ,060
Gender ,140 ,170 ,053 ,826 ,410
Age ,011 ,021 ,035 ,544 ,587
Closeness ,131 ,090 ,108 1,459 ,147
Strategic PR qualities ,591 ,075 ,587 7,909 ,000
a. Dependent Variable: Community responsibility
Lastly, the success dimension of FCA's reputation presents similar figures with the other
dimensions, excluding the first one. Strategic online PR is, once again, the strongest and
the only statistically significant independent variable with an inflating effect on the 
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success dimension. 
Table 32: Model summary. N = 145
Model Summary
Model R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the Estimate
1 ,650a ,422 ,406 ,69817
a. Predictors: (Constant), Closeness, Age, Gender, Strategic PR qualities
Table 33: Coefficient table. N = 145
Coefficientsa
Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients t Sig.
B Std. Error Beta
1
(Constant) ,335 ,580 ,579 ,564
Gender ,037 ,162 ,015 ,229 ,819
Age ,029 ,020 ,094 1,452 ,149
Closeness ,162 ,086 ,139 1,880 ,062
Strategic PR qualities ,545 ,071 ,566 7,634 ,000
a. Dependent Variable: Success
9.1.4 Conclusion
After examining all of the organisations and their strategic PR qualities separately, in 
this chapter I will merge my findings in order to provide an answer to RQ1. 
As expected, strategy only seems to have an inflating effect on reputation: this can be 
seen from the positive standardised coefficients. This means a positive evaluation of the 
strategic qualities of online PR also has an increasing effect on the evaluations of 
reputation.
A comparison of the explanation rates of the different reputational dimensions in the 
three organisations shows a clear difference between the Finnish Red Cross and the 
other two NGOs. The reputation of the Finnish Red Cross, regardless of dimension, is 
much less affected by the strategic qualities of online PR than that of Amnesty 
International or Finn Church Aid. Even though the organisation has, by a significant 
margin, the best reputation of the three, it seems to result mainly from something else 
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than strategic PR, as the adjusted explanation rates never exceed 30 percent. Overall it 
should be noted that while the reputations of Amnesty and Finn Church Aid are 
generally better explained, with the adjusted explanation rates rising up to roughly 46 
percent, the strategic qualities of online PR cannot, in any of the cases, be the only 
relevant explaining factor. 
It is also evident that the background factors, i.e. age, gender and closeness to the 
organisation practically have no effect on reputation at all. This is an important finding, 
as including them in the analysis was done precisely to rule out the case of online PR 
proving to be a nonexistent factor after all. Therefore, while the results of the models do
not generally prove a very high explanation rate for the strategic PR qualities, they at 
least are able to verify that the impact they do have results from strategy alone. 
There are clear differences between the different dimensions of reputation as well. In all
cases, the public image dimension is the least affected by a significant margin – apart 
from actual differences in the impact of the strategic PR qualities, this may also result 
from the fact that the dimension was only measured using one single variable instead of 
combining several together. This leads me to another point: if the statements measuring 
public image have no significant, all-around correlation, would the results be drastically
different had I picked another variable as the dependent one? It may be the case, but I 
still stand behind my choice, as in my opinion the appreciation variable is the best one 
to depict the essence of the whole dimension. 
The dimensions that are explained best by strategy are the ability to change and develop
and success. Both have generally high explanation rates in relation to the average level. 
Consistent with the excellence theory of public relations, this study shows that the 
strategic qualities of PR do indeed have an increasing effect on the reputation of NGOs, 
especially when measuring their success or ability to develop. Still, based on the 
analyses it is evident that the idea level of strategy is simply not enough in PR: it leaves 
a fair amount of room for other explanations for reputation as well. A fascinating remark
is that for the reputation of Finnish Red Cross, the importance of the idea level seems to
be clearly the lowest, although still with a positive effect. 
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9.2 How do the dialogic qualities of online PR affect reputation?
Following the structure of the two research questions I posed in chapter 7, after 
presenting and analysing the effect of online PR's strategic qualities on the reputation of 
my three NGO examples, in this chapter I will move on to conduct the same treatment 
and analysis to the dialogic qualities of those same PR tools and processes. As I 
presented in chapter 7, my operationalisation for dialogic PR has a solid theoretical 
base, influenced mainly by two different views of dialogic PR, which in this online 
environment I understand as “organisations creating relationships with publics online”. I
have divided the dialogic qualities of PR in five different principles, which are: control 
mutuality, trust, satisfaction + usefulness of information, commitment and dialogic loop.
Each of these principles was measured with two statements in my survey; the statements
and the frequencies they acquired can be seen from table 8.
I started this analysis in a similar manner as the analysis of the strategic qualities: 
examining correlations and trying to form new sum variables. In order to conduct a 
thoroughly comparable analysis, my starting point was to form sum variables based on 
organisation and principle, in the same way as the strategic sum variables. This 
succeeded well, the variables in each principle correlated with each other and had 
enough statistical significance – apart from one principle, control mutuality. For some 
reason, the two statements used to measure this principle only had weak or nonexistent 
correlation between each other, when measured within a specific organisation. I then 
decided to introduce this principle in the regression analyses using just one of the 
statements, the one measuring the respondents' opinion on how well the NGOs take into
account the opinions of the publics. 
In the further, case by case analysis chapters I will first analyse the effect of single 
principles of dialogic online PR, one at a time, and conclude by merging all of them in 
the same model and thus looking at the explanation rates of the dialogic PR qualities as 
more of an entity. As with the analyses of strategic online PR qualities, I will examine 
the effects of gender, age and closeness to the organisation along with my main research
interests. 
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9.2.1 Case: Finnish Red Cross
When it comes to the first principle of building relationships online, control mutuality, 
the adjusted explanation rates had some variation depending on the dimension of 
reputation they were supposed to measure, with the effect on public image being the 
lowest and on the ability to change and develop the highest. Also remarkable is the 
effect of closeness to the organisation, in some cases very near the one created by the 
main independent variable.
Table 34: Model summaries. N =145
Model Adjusted explanation rate
(R square)
Sig. (statistical significance of
the model)
Control mutuality → 
public image
0,074 0,005
Control mutuality → 
ability to change and 
develop
0,411 0,000




Control mutuality → 
success
0,237 0,000
Table 35: Coefficient table. N = 145
Coefficientsa
Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients t Sig.
B Std. Error Beta
1
(Constant) 4,242 ,655 6,473 ,000
Control mutuality ,186 ,075 ,214 2,491 ,014
Gender ,018 ,161 ,009 ,114 ,909
Closeness ,080 ,043 ,153 1,852 ,066
Age -,018 ,021 -,072 -,858 ,392
a. Dependent Variable: : Public image
Table 36: Coefficient table. N = 145
Coefficientsa
Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients t Sig.
B Std. Error Beta
1
(Constant) 2,198 ,503 4,374 ,000
Control mutuality ,477 ,057 ,571 8,344 ,000
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Gender -,058 ,123 -,030 -,471 ,638
Closeness ,092 ,033 ,183 2,790 ,006
Age -,014 ,016 -,058 -,873 ,384
a. Dependent Variable: Ability to change and develop
Table 37: Coefficient table. N = 145
Coefficientsa
Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients t Sig.
B Std. Error Beta
1
(Constant) 2,958 ,623 4,750 ,000
Control mutuality ,441 ,071 ,484 6,228 ,000
Gender -,162 ,153 -,077 -1,058 ,292
Closeness ,017 ,041 ,031 ,419 ,676
Age -,013 ,020 -,052 -,682 ,496
a. Dependent Variable: Community responsibility
Table 38: Coefficient table. N = 145
Coefficientsa
Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients t Sig.
B Std. Error Beta
1
(Constant) 3,065 ,624 4,914 ,000
Control mutuality ,335 ,071 ,368 4,731 ,000
Gender -,240 ,153 -,115 -1,565 ,120
Closeness ,141 ,041 ,257 3,431 ,001
Age -,011 ,020 -,044 -,571 ,569
a. Dependent Variable: Success
The trust principle of dialogic online PR, and thus, relationship building, doesn't seem 
to be a tremendously strong explanation for FRC's reputation. The explanation rates are 
more or less on the same range for all four dimensions of reputation. The trust principle 
has the strongest coefficients in each case, but the difference from the background 
variables is not always all that clear. To name an example, in the analysis of the trust 
principle's effect on success, the coefficient of closeness to the organisation suggests it 
may have nearly as strong an effect as trust itself. 
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Table 39: Model summaries. N = 145
Model Adjusted explanation rate (R square) Sig. (statistical significance)
Trust → public image 0,209 0,000
Trust → ability to change and 
develop
0,273 0,000
Trust → community responsibility 0,261 0,000
Trust → success 0,223 0,000
Table 40: Coefficient table. N = 145
Coefficientsa
Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients t Sig.
B Std. Error Beta
1
(Constant) 3,382 ,591 5,721 ,000
Trust ,409 ,073 ,440 5,583 ,000
Gender -,022 ,149 -,011 -,147 ,883
Age -,016 ,019 -,065 -,869 ,386
Closeness ,037 ,041 ,071 ,918 ,360
a. Dependent Variable: : Success
Table 41: Coefficient table. N = 145
Coefficientsa
Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients t Sig.
B Std. Error Beta
1
(Constant) 2,989 ,545 5,484 ,000
Trust ,368 ,067 ,412 5,455 ,000
Gender -,075 ,137 -,039 -,546 ,586
Age -,037 ,017 -,155 -2,149 ,033
Closeness ,091 ,038 ,180 2,416 ,017
a. Dependent Variable: Ability to change and develop
Table 42: Coefficient table. N = 145
Coefficientsa
Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients t Sig.
B Std. Error Beta
1
(Constant) 3,020 ,599 5,043 ,000
Trust ,492 ,074 ,505 6,637 ,000
Gender -,197 ,151 -,094 -1,303 ,195
Age -,029 ,019 -,111 -1,520 ,131
84
Closeness -,008 ,041 -,015 -,201 ,841
a. Dependent Variable: Community responsibility
Table 43: Coefficient table. N = 145
Coefficientsa
Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients t Sig.
B Std. Error Beta
1
(Constant) 3,284 ,614 5,347 ,000
Trust ,336 ,076 ,345 4,413 ,000
Gender -,262 ,155 -,125 -1,688 ,094
Age -,024 ,019 -,094 -1,261 ,209
Closeness ,128 ,042 ,233 3,018 ,003
a. Dependent Variable: Success
When analysing the satisfaction and usefulness of information (shortened: S + UI) 
principle of relationship building, the results and adjusted explanation rates look rather 
similar to the ones presented in the trust principle chapter. Closeness to the organisation 
again appears to raise its coefficient especially when analysing the effect of the model 
on the success dimension of reputation. 
Table 44: Model summaries. N = 145
Model Adjusted explanation rate (R square) Sig. (statistical significance)
Satisfaction + usefulness of 
information → public image
0,160 0,000
Satisfaction + usefulness of 
information → ability to change and
develop
0,282 0,000
Satisfaction + usefulness of 
information → community 
responsibility
0,297 0,000
Satisfaction + usefulness of 
information → success
0,222 0,000
Table 45: Coefficient table. N = 145
Coefficientsa
Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients t Sig.
B Std. Error Beta
1 (Constant) 3,485 ,629 5,539 ,000
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Gender -,009 ,154 -,005 -,059 ,953
Age -,009 ,020 -,037 -,472 ,638
Closeness ,041 ,042 ,078 ,964 ,337
S + UI ,340 ,074 ,386 4,612 ,000
a. Dependent Variable: : Public image
Table 46: Coefficient table. N = 145
Coefficientsa
Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients t Sig.
B Std. Error Beta
1
(Constant) 2,761 ,559 4,935 ,000
Gender -,071 ,136 -,037 -,520 ,604
Age -,026 ,017 -,111 -1,507 ,134
Closeness ,082 ,038 ,163 2,184 ,031
S + UI ,370 ,065 ,438 5,653 ,000
a. Dependent Variable: Ability to change and develop
Table 47: Coefficient table. N = 145
Coefficientsa
Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients t Sig.
B Std. Error Beta
1
(Constant) 2,607 ,603 4,320 ,000
Gender -,194 ,147 -,093 -1,316 ,190
Age -,013 ,019 -,050 -,689 ,492
Closeness -,024 ,041 -,043 -,580 ,563
S + UI ,517 ,071 ,560 7,317 ,000
a. Dependent Variable: Community responsibility
Table 48: Coefficient table. N = 145
Coefficientsa
Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients t Sig.
B Std. Error Beta
1
(Constant) 3,133 ,635 4,933 ,000
Gender -,256 ,155 -,123 -1,655 ,100
Age -,015 ,020 -,060 -,783 ,435
Closeness ,122 ,043 ,222 2,854 ,005
S + UI ,326 ,074 ,354 4,389 ,000
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a. Dependent Variable: Success
The adjusted explanation rates for the commitment principle of relationship building 
varied somewhat depending on the dimension of reputation that was subject to analysis. 
Once again, the main independent variable – in this case, commitment – was the only 
variable to remain statistically significant, with an inflating effect on the scores of the 
dependent reputation variables. Compared to the previous ones, closeness to the 
organisation does not appear to affect the dependent variables.  
Table 49: Model summaries. N = 145
Model Adjusted explanation rate (R square) Sig. (statistical significance)
Commitment → public image 0,132 0,000
Commitment → ability to change 
and develop
0,314 0,000
Commitment → community 
resposibility
0,164 0,000
Commitment → success 0,236 0,000
Table 50: Coefficient table. N = 145
Coefficientsa
Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients t Sig.
B Std. Error Beta
1
(Constant) 3,995 ,598 6,684 ,000
Closeness ,018 ,046 ,035 ,397 ,692
Age -,024 ,019 -,099 -1,268 ,207
Gender -,098 ,159 -,049 -,618 ,537
Commitment ,328 ,082 ,361 4,003 ,000
a. Dependent Variable: : Public image
Table 51: Coefficient table. N = 145
Coefficientsa
Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients t Sig.
B Std. Error Beta
1
(Constant) 3,008 ,511 5,887 ,000
Closeness ,036 ,039 ,071 ,914 ,362
Age -,041 ,016 -,172 -2,469 ,015
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Gender -,202 ,136 -,105 -1,482 ,141
Commitment ,442 ,070 ,506 6,320 ,000
a. Dependent Variable: Ability to change and develop
Table 52: Coefficient table. N = 145
Coefficientsa
Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients t Sig.
B Std. Error Beta
1
(Constant) 3,734 ,615 6,073 ,000
Closeness -,033 ,047 -,060 -,700 ,485
Age -,038 ,020 -,149 -1,937 ,055
Gender -,291 ,164 -,139 -1,781 ,077
Commitment ,401 ,084 ,422 4,767 ,000
a. Dependent Variable: Community responsibility
Table 53: Coefficient table. N = 145
Coefficientsa
Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients t Sig.
B Std. Error Beta
1
(Constant) 3,390 ,588 5,765 ,000
Closeness ,084 ,045 ,153 1,858 ,065
Age -,029 ,019 -,110 -1,502 ,135
Gender -,367 ,157 -,176 -2,347 ,020
Commitment ,379 ,081 ,398 4,705 ,000
a. Dependent Variable: sSuccess
The last principle of online relationship building, dialogic loop, was met with 
controversial explanation rates. It appears that either the statements about said principle 
have only little to do with the variation in each reputational dimension, or the statements
have been answered in such a neutral manner that there simply is no effect on anything 
to talk about. Age and closeness to the organisation constantly exceed dialogic loop in 
coefficient, although in most analyses none of the independent variables are statistically 
significant – the dialogic loop variable itself only reaches statistical significance in one 
of the cases (effect on ability to change and develop).  
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Table 54: Model summaries. N = 145
Model Adjusted explanation rate (R square) Sig. (statistical significance)
Dialogic loop → public image 0,037 0,054
Dialogic loop → ability to change 
and develop
0,188 0,000
Dialogic loop → community 
responsibility
0,030 0,083
Dialogic loop → success 0,125 0,000
Table 55: Coefficient table. N = 145
Coefficientsa
Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients t Sig.
B Std. Error Beta
1
(Constant) 3,669 ,553 6,632 ,000
Closeness ,074 ,044 ,148 1,703 ,091
Age -,048 ,018 -,205 -2,715 ,007
Gender -,034 ,145 -,018 -,235 ,815
Dialogic loop ,316 ,091 ,301 3,478 ,001
a. Dependent Variable: Ability to change and develop
Analysing the dimensions of reputation by using all of the dialogic variables at once 
provides interesting results, which put the effects of different principles in perspective 
and in a metaphorical new light. First of all, an analysis of the public image dimension 
shows that the only variable to reach statistical significance even on its own is trust, 
which has an increasing effect on appreciation. However, its coefficient is not very 
remarkable either, and the model seems to be more useful as a whole. 
The same model, when applied to the reputational dimension of change and 
development, acquires a significantly stronger explanation rate. A more detailed look at 
the distribution of coefficients reveals that the strongest individual variables in this 
analysis are control mutuality and commitment. 
The community responsibility dimension, subject to the same analysis, has a fascinating
coefficients table. For this dimension of reputation, the most important dialogic PR 
variables are satisfaction + usefulness of information and trust, while, for example, the 
effect of commitment appears to be very small if not nonexistent. 
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The impact of dialogic PR and, thus, the five principles of online relationship building 
on success is, at least based on this analysis, on the weaker side. While the model does 
have statistical significance in itself, the individual independent variables have not; this 
suggests none of the principles are very good or reliable in explaining the variation in 
perceived organisational success. 
Table 56: Model summaries. N = 145
Model Adjusted explanation rate (R square) Sig. (statistical significance)
Dialogic PR qualities → public 
image
0,234 0,000
Dialogic PR qualities → ability to 
change and develop
0,493 0,000
Dialogic PR qualities → 
community responsibility
0,389 0,000
Dialogic PR qualities → success 0,290 0,000
Table 57: Coefficient table. N = 145
Coefficientsa
Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients t Sig.
B Std. Error Beta
1
(Constant) 2,985 ,669 4,460 ,000
Age -,011 ,019 -,044 -,572 ,568
Gender -,080 ,150 -,040 -,531 ,596
Dialogic loop -,064 ,095 -,059 -,672 ,503
Commitment ,142 ,090 ,156 1,572 ,118
S + UI ,188 ,092 ,213 2,031 ,044
Trust ,302 ,088 ,325 3,426 ,001
Closeness ,009 ,047 ,016 ,181 ,857
Control mutuality -,078 ,083 -,089 -,931 ,353
a. Dependent Variable: Public image
Table 58: Coefficient table. N = 145
Coefficientsa
Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients t Sig.
B Std. Error Beta
1
(Constant) 1,086 ,523 2,075 ,040
Age -,013 ,015 -,057 -,908 ,366
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Gender -,153 ,117 -,080 -1,309 ,193
Dialogic loop ,190 ,074 ,181 2,552 ,012
Commitment ,224 ,071 ,256 3,175 ,002
S + UI ,016 ,072 ,019 ,217 ,828
Trust ,087 ,069 ,097 1,260 ,210
Closeness -,009 ,037 -,018 -,249 ,804
Control mutuality ,333 ,065 ,399 5,115 ,000
a. Dependent Variable: Ability to change and develop
Table 59: Coefficient table. N = 145
Coefficientsa
Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients t Sig.
B Std. Error Beta
1
(Constant) 1,899 ,627 3,031 ,003
Age -,004 ,018 -,015 -,214 ,831
Gender -,240 ,140 -,115 -1,710 ,090
Dialogic loop -,156 ,089 -,136 -1,751 ,082
Commitment ,080 ,084 ,085 ,953 ,342
S + UI ,292 ,086 ,317 3,381 ,001
Trust ,252 ,083 ,259 3,056 ,003
Closeness -,028 ,044 -,050 -,623 ,534
Control mutuality ,176 ,078 ,194 2,258 ,026
a. Dependent Variable: Community responsibility
Table 60: Coefficient table. N = 145
Coefficientsa
Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients t Sig.
B Std. Error Beta
1
(Constant) 2,165 ,675 3,206 ,002
Age -,009 ,019 -,033 -,449 ,654
Gender -,335 ,151 -,160 -2,217 ,028
Dialogic loop ,005 ,096 ,005 ,055 ,957
Commitment ,201 ,091 ,211 2,203 ,029
S + UI ,086 ,093 ,093 ,920 ,359
Trust ,135 ,089 ,138 1,517 ,132
Closeness ,072 ,048 ,131 1,507 ,134
Control mutuality ,165 ,084 ,181 1,959 ,052
a. Dependent Variable: Success
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9.2.2 Case: Amnesty International
Starting with the first principle of online relationship building of five, control mutuality 
seems to explain a remarkable amount of the variation in the reputation variables. For 
one individual principle of dialogic PR these would naturally be highly successful 
explanation rates. However, a more detailed look into the coefficients of the 
independent variables and their distribution reveals that closeness to the organisation, 
while still not the most effective variable, has in two cases a coefficient that clearly 
causes some of the model's impact. 
Table 61: Model summaries. N = 145
Model Adjusted explanation rate (R square) Sig. (statistical significance)
Control mutuality → public image 0,327 0,000
Control mutuality → ability to 
change and develop
0,445 0,000
Control mutuality → community 
responsibility
0,447 0,000
Control mutuality → success 0,360 0,000
Table 62: Coefficient table. N = 145
Coefficientsa
Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients t Sig.
B Std. Error Beta
1
(Constant) ,886 ,789 1,123 ,263
Control mutuality ,694 ,088 ,549 7,871 ,000
Age ,027 ,028 ,067 ,965 ,336
Closeness ,155 ,082 ,134 1,888 ,061
Gender -,009 ,224 -,003 -,041 ,967
a. Dependent Variable: : Public image
Table 63: Coefficient table. N = 145
Coefficientsa
Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients t Sig.
B Std. Error Beta
1 (Constant) 1,513 ,468 3,236 ,002
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Control mutuality ,469 ,052 ,569 8,974 ,000
Age ,006 ,016 ,022 ,348 ,729
Closeness ,208 ,049 ,276 4,275 ,000
Gender ,062 ,133 ,030 ,470 ,639
a. Dependent Variable: Ability to change and develop
Table 64: Coefficient table. N = 145
Coefficientsa
Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients t Sig.
B Std. Error Beta
1
(Constant) 1,494 ,543 2,754 ,007
Control mutuality ,620 ,061 ,647 10,226 ,000
Age ,007 ,019 ,022 ,351 ,726
Closeness ,124 ,056 ,141 2,195 ,030
Gender -,163 ,154 -,067 -1,056 ,293
a. Dependent Variable: Community responsibility
Table 65: Coefficient table. N = 145
Coefficientsa
Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients t Sig.
B Std. Error Beta
1
(Constant) 1,304 ,628 2,077 ,040
Control mutuality ,518 ,070 ,503 7,384 ,000
Age ,018 ,022 ,056 ,832 ,407
Closeness ,264 ,065 ,280 4,046 ,000
Gender -,357 ,178 -,136 -2,005 ,047
a. Dependent Variable: Success
In the case of Amnesty International's Finnish division, the dialogic principle of trust 
generally seems to explain different dimensions of reputation rather well. The so-called 
share of the trust variable in explaining the dimensions of reputation varies: in two 
cases, closeness to the organisation seems to have in inflating effect on the dependent 
variable, along with trust. Therefore the measured increasing effect on those dimensions
of reputation cannot be classified as caused by trust alone. 
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Table 66: Model summaries. N = 145
Model Adjusted explanation rate (R square) Sig. (statistical significance)
Trust → public image 0,403 0,000
Trust → ability to change and 
develop
0,374 0,000
Trust → community responsibility 0,382 0,000
Trust → success 0,340 0,000
Table 67: Coefficient table. N = 145
Coefficientsa
Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients t Sig.
B Std. Error Beta
1
(Constant) 1,484 ,709 2,093 ,038
Age ,003 ,026 ,008 ,117 ,907
Gender -,117 ,212 -,036 -,551 ,583
Closeness ,057 ,079 ,049 ,715 ,476
Trust ,754 ,080 ,636 9,368 ,000
a. Dependent Variable: : Public image
Table 68: Coefficient table. N = 145
Coefficientsa
Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients t Sig.
B Std. Error Beta
1
(Constant) 2,196 ,474 4,635 ,000
Age -,010 ,017 -,038 -,563 ,574
Gender ,018 ,141 ,009 ,128 ,898
Closeness ,171 ,053 ,227 3,236 ,002
Trust ,401 ,054 ,518 7,460 ,000
a. Dependent Variable: Ability to change and develop
Table 69: Coefficient table. N = 145
Coefficientsa
Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients t Sig.
B Std. Error Beta
1
(Constant) 2,344 ,548 4,279 ,000
Age -,014 ,020 -,046 -,692 ,490
Gender -,227 ,163 -,093 -1,386 ,168
Closeness ,070 ,061 ,080 1,142 ,255
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Trust ,551 ,062 ,612 8,866 ,000
a. Dependent Variable: Community responsibility
Table 70: Coefficient table. N = 145
Coefficientsa
Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients t Sig.
B Std. Error Beta
1
(Constant) 1,958 ,608 3,221 ,002
Age ,001 ,022 ,003 ,047 ,963
Gender -,416 ,182 -,159 -2,292 ,023
Closeness ,213 ,068 ,226 3,134 ,002
Trust ,482 ,069 ,498 6,978 ,000
a. Dependent Variable: Success
Moving on to the satisfaction + usefulness of information principle of online 
relationship building, the average adjusted explanation rate is even higher than with the 
previous principle. In the case of Amnesty International, the principle seems to be a 
fairly legitimate explanation for variation on reputation even on its own, as the 
coefficients of said variable are over 0,6 in each case. 
Table 71: Model summaries. N = 145
Model Adjusted explanation rate (R square) Sig. (statistical significance)
Satisfaction + usefulness of 
information → public image
0,501 0,000
Satisfaction + usefulness of 
information → ability to change and
develop
0,467 0,000
Satisfaction + usefulness of 
information → community 
responsibility
0,481 0,000
Satisfaction + usefulness of 
information → success
0,446 0,000
Table 72: Coefficient table. N = 145
Coefficientsa
Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients t Sig.
B Std. Error Beta
1 (Constant) ,436 ,672 ,649 ,517
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Age ,022 ,024 ,056 ,946 ,346
Gender ,205 ,193 ,064 1,062 ,290
Closeness -,055 ,075 -,048 -,738 ,462
S + UI ,885 ,077 ,730 11,509 ,000
a. Dependent Variable: : Public image
Table 73: Coefficient table. N = 145
Coefficientsa
Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients t Sig.
B Std. Error Beta
1
(Constant) 1,570 ,453 3,463 ,001
Age ,001 ,016 ,004 ,059 ,953
Gender ,192 ,130 ,092 1,476 ,142
Closeness ,104 ,050 ,139 2,067 ,041
S + UI ,491 ,052 ,621 9,472 ,000
a. Dependent Variable: Ability to change and develop
Table 74: Coefficient table. N = 145
Coefficientsa
Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients t Sig.
B Std. Error Beta
1
(Constant) 1,556 ,520 2,991 ,003
Age ,000 ,018 ,002 ,025 ,980
Gender ,009 ,149 ,004 ,062 ,950
Closeness -,014 ,058 -,016 -,245 ,807
S + UI ,653 ,059 ,710 10,979 ,000
a. Dependent Variable: Community responsibility
Table 75: Coefficient table. N = 145
Coefficientsa
Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients t Sig.
B Std. Error Beta
1
(Constant) 1,141 ,577 1,977 ,050
Age ,014 ,020 ,044 ,698 ,486
Gender -,205 ,166 -,078 -1,235 ,219
Closeness ,126 ,064 ,134 1,954 ,053
S + UI ,609 ,066 ,616 9,221 ,000
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a. Dependent Variable: Success
Another principle of relationship building, commitment, appears not to be explaining 
the variations in reputation by similar figures as the satisfaction + usefulness of 
information principle. Despite this, commitment still remains the only statistically 
significant independent variable.
Table 76: Model summaries. N = 145
Model Adjusted explanation rate (R square) Sig. (statistical significance)
Commitment → public image 0,309 0,000
Commitment → ability to change 
and develop
0,382 0,000
Commitment → community 
responsibility
0,265 0,000
Commitment → success 0,256 0,000
Table 77: Coefficient table. N = 145
Coefficientsa
Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients t Sig.
B Std. Error Beta
1
(Constant) ,846 ,807 1,049 ,296
Age ,026 ,028 ,065 ,918 ,360
Gender -,020 ,227 -,006 -,089 ,929
Closeness ,004 ,089 ,004 ,048 ,962
Commitment ,732 ,097 ,571 7,518 ,000
a. Dependent Variable: : Public image
Table 78: Coefficient table. N = 145
Coefficientsa
Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients t Sig.
B Std. Error Beta
1
(Constant) 1,615 ,497 3,247 ,001
Age ,004 ,017 ,016 ,237 ,813
Gender ,060 ,140 ,029 ,428 ,669
Closeness ,119 ,055 ,158 2,170 ,032
Commitment ,458 ,060 ,547 7,630 ,000
a. Dependent Variable: Ability to change and develop
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Table 79: Coefficient table. N = 145
Coefficientsa
Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients t Sig.
B Std. Error Beta
1
(Constant) 1,986 ,631 3,146 ,002
Age ,002 ,022 ,006 ,088 ,930
Gender -,152 ,178 -,062 -,855 ,394
Closeness ,043 ,070 ,049 ,612 ,542
Commitment ,504 ,076 ,518 6,620 ,000
a. Dependent Variable: Community responsibility
Table 80: Coefficient table. N = 145
Coefficientsa
Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients t Sig.
B Std. Error Beta
1
(Constant) 1,681 ,682 2,464 ,015
Age ,014 ,024 ,045 ,615 ,540
Gende -,349 ,192 -,133 -1,818 ,071
Closeness ,193 ,075 ,205 2,561 ,011
Commitment ,430 ,082 ,412 5,228 ,000
a. Dependent Variable: Success
The analyses of the fifth and final principle, dialogic loop, generally continue along the 
same lines drawn by the previous Finnish Red Cross case: the principle does not appear 
to be explaining much of the variation in reputation. Also noteworthy is that closeness 
to the organisation plays a significant part in explaining some dimensions of reputation 
along with the dialogic loop principle itself. 
Table 81: Model summaries. N = 145
Model Adjusted explanation rate (R square) Sig. (statistical significance)
Dialogic loop → public image 0,137 0,000
Dialogic loop → ability to change 
and develop
0,253 0,000




Dialogic loop → success 0,241 0,000
Table 82: Coefficient table. N = 145
Coefficientsa
Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients t Sig.
B Std. Error Beta
1
(Constant) 1,475 ,940 1,570 ,119
Age ,012 ,031 ,031 ,392 ,696
Gender ,140 ,254 ,044 ,552 ,582
Closeness ,129 ,097 ,112 1,332 ,185
Dialogic loop ,630 ,151 ,343 4,181 ,000
a. Dependent Variable: : Public image
Table 83: Coefficient table. N = 145
Coefficientsa
Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients t Sig.
B Std. Error Beta
1
(Constant) 1,845 ,570 3,234 ,002
Age -,004 ,019 -,015 -,205 ,838
Gender ,165 ,154 ,079 1,073 ,285
Closeness ,186 ,059 ,247 3,154 ,002
Dialogic loop ,447 ,091 ,374 4,888 ,000
a. Dependent Variable: Ability to change and develop
Table 84: Coefficient table. N = 145
Coefficientsa
Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients t Sig.
B Std. Error Beta
1
(Constant) 2,144 ,702 3,055 ,003
Age -,007 ,023 -,022 -,283 ,778
Gender -,033 ,190 -,014 -,175 ,862
Closeness ,110 ,072 ,125 1,512 ,133
Dialogic loop ,522 ,113 ,375 4,642 ,000
a. Dependent Variable: Community responsibility
Table 85: Coefficient table. N = 145
Coefficientsa
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Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients t Sig.
B Std. Error Beta
1
(Constant) 1,449 ,719 2,017 ,046
Age ,008 ,024 ,026 ,350 ,727
Gender -,237 ,194 -,090 -1,220 ,225
Closeness ,224 ,074 ,238 3,023 ,003
Dialogic loop ,565 ,115 ,378 4,902 ,000
a. Dependent Variable: Success
After analysing the principles of online relationship building separately, combining 
them all in the same model provides a good comparison and perspective. The 
explanation rates for the models are generally remarkably strong,  and the same 
independent variables – control mutuality and satisfaction + usefulness of information –
rise to prominence from the individual analyses.
Table 86: Model summaries. N = 145
Model Adjusted explanation rate (R square) Sig. (statistical significance)
Dialogic PR qualities → public 
image
0,547 0,000
Dialogic PR qualities → ability to 
change and develop
0,549 0,000
Dialogic PR qualities → 
community responsibility
0,574 0,000
Dialogic PR qualities → success 0,483 0,000
Table 87: Coefficient table. N = 145
Coefficientsa
Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients t Sig.
B Std. Error Beta
1
(Constant) -,049 ,715 -,068 ,946
Age ,022 ,023 ,057 ,984 ,327
Gender ,054 ,188 ,017 ,287 ,775
Dialogic loop ,001 ,125 ,001 ,007 ,994
Commitment ,088 ,108 ,069 ,815 ,417
S + UI ,545 ,116 ,450 4,687 ,000
Trust ,262 ,102 ,221 2,581 ,011
Closeness -,064 ,075 -,056 -,858 ,392
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Control mutuality ,176 ,099 ,139 1,776 ,078
a. Dependent Variable: : Public image
Table 88: Coefficient table. N = 145
Coefficientsa
Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients t Sig.
B Std. Error Beta
1
(Constant) ,774 ,465 1,664 ,098
Age ,007 ,015 ,027 ,465 ,642
Gender ,103 ,122 ,049 ,842 ,401
Dialogic loop ,094 ,081 ,079 1,162 ,247
Commitment ,139 ,070 ,166 1,972 ,051
S + UI ,216 ,076 ,273 2,854 ,005
Trust ,040 ,066 ,052 ,604 ,547
Closeness ,087 ,049 ,115 1,772 ,079
Control mutuality ,229 ,064 ,279 3,566 ,001
a. Dependent Variable: Ability to change and develop
Table 89: Coefficient table. N = 145
Coefficientsa
Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients t Sig.
B Std. Error Beta
1
(Constant) ,993 ,525 1,890 ,061
Age ,004 ,017 ,013 ,240 ,811
Gender -,098 ,138 -,040 -,711 ,478
Dialogic loop ,010 ,092 ,008 ,114 ,909
Commitment -,025 ,080 -,026 -,319 ,750
S + UI ,386 ,086 ,420 4,515 ,000
Trust ,123 ,075 ,137 1,648 ,102
Closeness ,003 ,055 ,003 ,052 ,959
Control mutuality ,329 ,073 ,343 4,527 ,000
a. Dependent Variable: Community responsibility
Table 90: Coefficient table. N = 145
Coefficientsa
Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients t Sig.
B Std. Error Beta
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1(Constant) ,567 ,622 ,912 ,363
Age ,016 ,020 ,049 ,806 ,422
Gender -,259 ,164 -,099 -1,583 ,116
Dialogic loop ,140 ,109 ,093 1,285 ,201
Commitment -,063 ,094 -,060 -,664 ,508
S + UI ,423 ,101 ,428 4,180 ,000
Trust ,091 ,088 ,094 1,028 ,306
Closeness ,127 ,065 ,135 1,945 ,054
Control mutuality ,206 ,086 ,200 2,395 ,018
a. Dependent Variable: Success
9.2.3 Case: Finn Church Aid
The analyses concerning the effect of the first principle of online relationship building, 
control mutuality, on reputation brought out diverse results. The principle appears to 
have a relatively strong effect on the majority of the reputational dimensions, but 
discovering the true effect of the variable may not be as simple, as the closeness 
variable has a statistically significant effect in most cases as well.
Table 91: Model summaries. N = 145
Model Adjusted explanation rate (R square) Sig. (statistical significance)
Control mutuality → public image 0,197 0,000
Control mutuality → ability to 
change and develop
0,483 0,000
Control mutuality → community 
responsibility
0,419 0,000
Control mutuality → success 0,414 0,000
Table 92: Coefficient table. N = 145
Coefficientsa
Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients t Sig.
B Std. Error Beta
1
(Constant) ,917 ,926 ,991 ,323
Age ,040 ,031 ,099 1,304 ,194
Gender ,091 ,247 ,028 ,368 ,714
Control mutuality ,565 ,112 ,401 5,038 ,000
Closeness ,232 ,120 ,152 1,935 ,055
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a. Dependent Variable: : Public image
Table 93: Coefficient table. N = 145
Coefficientsa
Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients t Sig.
B Std. Error Beta
1
(Constant) ,266 ,526 ,507 ,613
Age ,032 ,018 ,112 1,844 ,067
Gender ,151 ,141 ,064 1,071 ,286
Control mutuality ,626 ,064 ,629 9,841 ,000
Closeness ,200 ,068 ,185 2,927 ,004
a. Dependent Variable: Ability to change and develop
Table 94: Coefficient table. N = 145
Coefficientsa
Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients t Sig.
B Std. Error Beta
1
(Constant) ,518 ,626 ,827 ,410
Age ,036 ,021 ,110 1,709 ,090
Gender ,096 ,167 ,036 ,572 ,568
Control mutuality ,624 ,076 ,558 8,236 ,000
Closeness ,275 ,081 ,227 3,380 ,001
a. Dependent Variable: Community responsibility
Table 95: Coefficient table. N = 145
Coefficientsa
Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients t Sig.
B Std. Error Beta
1
(Constant) -,227 ,601 -,378 ,706
Age ,051 ,020 ,165 2,555 ,012
Gender -,004 ,161 -,001 -,022 ,982
Control mutuality ,570 ,073 ,532 7,829 ,000
Closeness ,296 ,078 ,255 3,789 ,000
a. Dependent Variable: Success
A somewhat similar pattern can be observed in the regression analyses concerning the 
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trust principle. Again the coefficients show that even though the figures for explaining 
variation in appreciation of FCA are lower than with the other dimensions of reputation,
this is the only case where trust is very clearly the only relevant independent variable. 
The closeness variable also borders on statistical significance in some cases.
Table 96: Model summaries. N= 145
Model Adjusted explanation rate (R square) Sig. (statistical significance)
Trust → public image 0,273 0,000
Trust → ability to change and 
develop
0,375 0,000
Trust → community responsibility 0,389 0,000
Trust → success 0,399 0,000
Table 97: Coefficient table. N = 145
Coefficientsa
Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients t Sig.
B Std. Error Beta
1
(Constant) 1,412 ,829 1,704 ,091
Age ,007 ,029 ,018 ,247 ,805
Gender ,012 ,236 ,004 ,051 ,960
Closeness ,115 ,118 ,075 ,971 ,333
Trust ,674 ,103 ,506 6,525 ,000
a. Dependent Variable: Public image
Table 98: Coefficient table. N = 145
Coefficientsa
Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients t Sig.
B Std. Error Beta
1
(Constant) 1,354 ,544 2,491 ,014
Age ,000 ,019 -,002 -,023 ,982
Gender ,098 ,155 ,042 ,633 ,528
Closeness ,179 ,078 ,166 2,310 ,022
Trust ,507 ,068 ,539 7,484 ,000
a. Dependent Variable: Ability to change and develop
Table 99: Coefficient table. N = 145
Coefficientsa
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Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients t Sig.
B Std. Error Beta
1
(Constant) 1,453 ,604 2,407 ,017
Age ,002 ,021 ,006 ,091 ,927
Gender ,034 ,172 ,013 ,195 ,845
Closeness ,224 ,086 ,185 2,596 ,010
Trust ,572 ,075 ,541 7,601 ,000
a. Dependent Variable: Community responsibility
Table 100: Coefficient table. N = 145
Coefficientsa
Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients t Sig.
B Std. Error Beta
1
(Constant) ,598 ,573 1,043 ,299
Age ,020 ,020 ,065 1,003 ,317
Gender -,062 ,163 -,025 -,381 ,704
Closeness ,244 ,082 ,210 2,976 ,003
Trust ,535 ,071 ,529 7,490 ,000
a. Dependent Variable: Success
When examining the principle of satisfaction + usefulness of information, some of the 
analyses show remarkable explanation rates. Also interesting is that the best explanation
rates in fact seem to only have one very strong independent variable – satisfaction + 
usefulness of information – to render them reliable. 
Table 101: Model summaries. N = 145
Model Adjusted explanation rate (R square) Sig. (statistical significance)
Satisfaction + usefulness of 
information → public image
0,337 0,000
Satisfaction + usefulness of 
information → ability to change and
develop
0,538 0,000
Satisfaction + usefulness of 
information → community 
responsibility
0,503 0,000




Table 102: Coefficient table. N = 145
Coefficientsa
Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients t Sig.
B Std. Error Beta
1
(Constant) ,977 ,800 1,221 ,224
Age ,016 ,028 ,039 ,572 ,568
Gender ,061 ,225 ,019 ,272 ,786
Closeness ,034 ,115 ,022 ,294 ,769
S + UI ,790 ,102 ,585 7,757 ,000
a. Dependent Variable: Public image
Table 103: Coefficient table. N = 145
Coefficientsa
Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients t Sig.
B Std. Error Beta
1
(Constant) ,834 ,472 1,764 ,080
Age ,006 ,016 ,020 ,359 ,720
Gender ,130 ,133 ,056 ,980 ,329
Closeness ,080 ,068 ,074 1,171 ,244
S + UI ,673 ,060 ,704 11,193 ,000
a. Dependent Variable: Ability to change and develop
Table 104: Coefficient table. N = 145
Coefficientsa
Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients t Sig.
B Std. Error Beta
1
(Constant) ,982 ,550 1,784 ,077
Age ,009 ,019 ,028 ,482 ,630
Gender ,073 ,155 ,028 ,471 ,638
Closeness ,135 ,079 ,111 1,701 ,091
S + UI ,712 ,070 ,663 10,160 ,000
a. Dependent Variable: Community responsibility
Table 105: Coefficient table. N = 145
Coefficientsa
Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients t Sig.
B Std. Error Beta
1 (Constant) ,478 ,586 ,815 ,417
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Age ,027 ,020 ,088 1,346 ,181
Gender -,017 ,165 -,007 -,105 ,916
Closeness ,224 ,084 ,193 2,658 ,009
S + UI ,536 ,075 ,521 7,176 ,000
a. Dependent Variable: Success
As is familiar from previous analyses, the commitment principle of online relationship 
building does not seem to explain the dimensions of reputation all that well. Examining 
specifically the impact of closeness in the analysis models shows that the variable does 
not seem as powerful as in some of the other cases, although when analysing FCA's 
success it appears to be a relevant independent variable along with commitment. 
Table 106: Model summaries. N = 145 
Model Adjusted explanation rate (R square) Sig. (statistical significance)
Commitment → public image 0,225 0,000
Commitment → ability to change 
and develop
0,377 0,000
Commitment → community 
responsibility
0,350 0,000
Commitment → success 0,329 0,000
Table 107: Coefficient table. N = 145
Coefficientsa
Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients t Sig.
B Std. Error Beta
1
(Constant) 1,060 ,886 1,196 ,234
Age ,030 ,030 ,073 ,991 ,323
Gender -,014 ,244 -,004 -,056 ,955
Closeness ,127 ,124 ,083 1,025 ,307
Commitment ,606 ,108 ,457 5,599 ,000
a. Dependent Variable: Public image
Table 108: Coefficient table. N = 145
Coefficientsa
Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients t Sig.
B Std. Error Beta
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1(Constant) ,902 ,562 1,604 ,111
Age ,018 ,019 ,062 ,930 ,354
Gender ,066 ,155 ,028 ,427 ,670
Closeness ,159 ,079 ,147 2,018 ,046
Commitment ,517 ,069 ,551 7,528 ,000
a. Dependent Variable: Ability to change and develop
Table 109: Coefficient table. N = 145
Coefficientsa
Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients t Sig.
B Std. Error Beta
(Constant) 1,094 ,645 1,696 ,092
Age ,022 ,022 ,066 ,983 ,328
 Gender ,008 ,178 ,003 ,044 ,965
Closeness ,225 ,090 ,185 2,490 ,014
Commitment ,534 ,079 ,507 6,773 ,000
a. Dependent Variable: Community responsibility
Table 110: Coefficient table. N = 145
Coefficientsa
Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients t Sig.
B Std. Error Beta
1
(Constant) ,391 ,627 ,624 ,534
Age ,038 ,021 ,122 1,771 ,079
Gender -,078 ,173 -,031 -,449 ,654
Closeness ,265 ,088 ,228 3,019 ,003
Commitment ,457 ,077 ,454 5,965 ,000
a. Dependent Variable: Success
The final dialogic principle, dialogic loop, again does not explain the variation in 
reputation nearly as well as some of the other principles. What the plain explanation 
rates don't reveal is that the dialogic loop variable is actually not “worth” 20 percent in 
affecting the variation in reputation, and only has a statistically significant coefficient in
one of the analyses, closeness being the more effective variable in the others.
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Table 111: Model summaries. N = 145
Model Adjusted explanation rate (R square) Sig. (statistical significance)
Dialogic loop → public image 0,097 0,001
Dialogic loop → ability to change 
and develop
0,236 0,000
Dialogic loop → community 
responsibility
0,185 0,000
Dialogic loop → success 0,227 0,000
Table 112: Coefficient table. N = 145
Coefficientsa
Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients t Sig.
B Std. Error Beta
1
(Constant) 1,218 ,642 1,897 ,060
Age ,000 ,021 -,001 -,010 ,992
Gender ,202 ,171 ,086 1,183 ,239
Closeness ,311 ,082 ,288 3,798 ,000
Dialogic loop ,525 ,116 ,343 4,517 ,000
a. Dependent Variable: Ability to change and develop
The overall analyses on the effect of dialogic online PR and its principles on reputation 
once again frame the previously acquired results in a slightly new way. The average 
explanation rate is high, and several models have more than one independent variable 
that are statistically significant alone. These vary between control mutuality, satisfaction
+ usefulness of information and commitment.
Table 113: Model summaries. N = 145
Model Adjusted explanation rate (R square) Sig. (statistical significance)
Dialogic PR qualities → public 
image
0,378 0,000
Dialogic PR qualities → ability to 
change and develop
0,640 0,000
Dialogic PR qualities → 
community responsibility
0,569 0,000
Dialogic PR qualities → success 0,496 0,000
Table 114: Coefficient table. N = 145
Coefficientsa
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Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients t Sig.
B Std. Error Beta
1
(Constant) ,350 ,884 ,397 ,692
Age ,016 ,028 ,038 ,560 ,576
Gender -,015 ,219 -,005 -,069 ,945
Closeness -,074 ,116 -,048 -,634 ,527
Dialogic loop -,005 ,161 -,002 -,029 ,977
Commitment ,245 ,114 ,185 2,155 ,033
S + UI ,498 ,143 ,369 3,491 ,001
Trust ,307 ,130 ,231 2,371 ,019
Control mutuality -,024 ,135 -,017 -,178 ,859
a. Dependent Variable: Public image
Table 115: Coefficient table. N = 145
Coefficientsa
Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients t Sig.
B Std. Error Beta
1
(Constant) -,482 ,476 -1,014 ,313
Age ,020 ,015 ,068 1,307 ,193
Gender ,105 ,118 ,045 ,885 ,378
Closeness ,002 ,063 ,002 ,029 ,977
Dialogic loop ,160 ,087 ,105 1,844 ,067
Commitment ,198 ,061 ,211 3,232 ,002
S + UI ,330 ,077 ,345 4,295 ,000
Trust ,036 ,070 ,038 ,510 ,611
Control mutuality ,305 ,072 ,306 4,211 ,000
a. Dependent Variable: Ability to change and develop
Table 116: Coefficient table. N = 145
Coefficientsa
Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients t Sig.
B Std. Error Beta
1 (Constant) ,125 ,585 ,213 ,832
Age ,021 ,018 ,064 1,125 ,263
Gender ,022 ,145 ,009 ,154 ,878
Closeness ,058 ,077 ,048 ,755 ,452
Dialogic loop -,035 ,107 -,020 -,329 ,743
Commitment ,194 ,075 ,185 2,580 ,011
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S + UI ,412 ,094 ,384 4,361 ,000
Trust ,136 ,086 ,129 1,589 ,114
Control mutuality ,219 ,089 ,196 2,462 ,015
a. Dependent Variable: Community responsibility
Table 117: Coefficient table. N = 145
Coefficientsa
Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients t Sig.
B Std. Error Beta
1
(Constant) -,703 ,605 -1,163 ,247
Age ,038 ,019 ,123 2,002 ,047
Gender -,067 ,150 -,026 -,443 ,658
Closeness ,129 ,079 ,111 1,627 ,106
Dialogic loop ,066 ,110 ,040 ,602 ,548
Commitment ,183 ,078 ,182 2,349 ,020
S + UI ,139 ,098 ,135 1,424 ,157
Trust ,213 ,089 ,210 2,398 ,018
Control mutuality ,270 ,092 ,252 2,929 ,004
a. Dependent Variable: Success
9.2.4 Conclusion
In order to achieve a more concise idea of how the dialogic qualities of online PR 
generally affect the reputation of NGOs, in this chapter I will draw conclusions from all 
the analyses and attempt to answer RQ2 in the best way possible.
As was the case with the analyses of the impact of strategic PR, the Finnish Red Cross's 
reputation seems again to be the least affected by the dialogic qualities of online PR. 
However, the figures are somewhat higher than with the previous analyses, indicating 
that at least with some dimensions of reputation the dialogic qualities seem to have 
more effect than the strategic ones. The same goes with the other two NGOs as well. In 
several cases the dialogic PR qualities – either separately or combined – have an 
explanation rate of over 50 percent, which creates a remarkable difference compared 
with the impact of the strategic qualities. 
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Another common point can be found from the different explanation rates of the 
dimensions of reputation. The dimension for the ability to change and develop is once 
again the best explained by the dialogic PR qualities. The community responsibility 
dimension also gathers rather good explanation rates, whereas the public image 
dimension seems to be not as well explained  - the reasoning behind this remark is 
likely similar to the one in the previous conclusion chapter. 
Analysing the effect of the dialogic qualities of online PR differs from the analysis of 
the strategic qualities especially in that the concept of dialogic PR is measured with no 
less than five different principles. Even though all of them have a positive, increasing 
effect on reputation – which was expected – the strength of that effect varies remarkably
between principles. As the analyses show, the “best” independent variables in these 
cases turn out to be control mutuality and satisfaction + usefulness of information. The 
principles of commitment and trust have varying coefficients – in some cases they seem 
to have a notable effect on reputation, whereas in others they remain nearly invisible. 
The dialogic loop principle distances itself from the other four in the sense that it seems 
to have virtually no effect on any dimension of reputation in any organisation. 
In the analyses, the impact of the background factors mostly remained weak. However, 
closeness to the organisation appears to be linked to some of the principles of online 
relationship building, namely control mutuality and trust. This naturally puts the 
explaining value of the control mutuality principle in a new light, as it is possible that a 
part of its effect is actually caused by closeness. 
The differences in the explanation rates of the five principles bring a variety of 
questions to the table. For example, the weakness of the dialogic loop principle as an 
independent variable can result from numerous issues: the statements measuring said 
principle received extremely neutral average grades, which is quite obviously the reason
behind the lack of effect. However, based on the survey I have no secure knowledge as 
to why the respondents are of such a neutral opinion. The lack of effect could result 
from the unimportance of the dialogic loop principle, or maybe the NGOs themselves 
are not showcasing the principle in their online PR, which would then likely mean the 
respondents would be unable to evaluate something they haven't properly experienced. 
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10 Conclusions and discussion
After conducting statistical analysis of research questions 1 and 2, in this chapter I aim 
to interpret my collective findings and analyse what the answers to my research 
questions could mean – for the future of NGOs, online PR or the society in general.
The analysis shows significant explanation rates as well as remarkable differences 
between NGOs, dimensions of reputation and the factors influencing reputation. 
However, there are also a great number of common denominators. The following can be
concluded:
a) Of all three NGOs, the Finnish Red Cross's reputation was in all cases the least 
affected by any independent variable, be it strategic or dialogic PR.
b) Overall, the ability to change and develop and the community responsibility 
dimensions of reputation have the strongest explanation rates, meaning that strategic 
and dialogic PR generally have the strongest effect on those dimensions. The success 
dimension also stood out in many analyses, but its explanation rate was often partly 
caused by closeness to the organisation. This implies that a close relationship with the 
NGOs affects especially a person's opinion of how successful the NGOs are. 
c) The public image dimension had in many cases an explanation rate remarkably lower 
than the others'. Noteworthy is that apart from the actual survey results, this might also 
be due to the fact that it had to be measured differently, and the variable could therefore 
have been more difficult to explain statistically.
d) Of all the principles of dialogic PR, satisfaction + usefulness of information and 
control mutuality seem to rise to prominence in terms of impact. The effects of the 
commitment and trust principles have a great deal of variation depending on the 
analysis, while the dialogic loop principle remains consistent in its lack of effect and, 
from time to time, statistical significance. The closeness variable was in some analyses 
linked to a dialogic variable, such as control mutuality, but overall its effect was on the 
weaker side.
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e) It appears that overall, dialogic PR (the practical level of strategy) is clearly stronger 
in explaining the variations in reputation than stretegic PR (the idea level of strategy). 
Given that dialogic PR was operationalised with more variables than strategic PR, this 
was partly expectable – however, even some single principles of dialogic PR seemed to 
explain reputation better than all of the strategic ones combined. This implies that for 
my sample of young adults, the daily practices of excellent (two-way symmetrical) PR 
influence the reputation of NGOs far more than the strategy (values and missions) in 
itself. 
First of all, it should be kept in mind that the findings can only be interpreted up to a 
certain point, which is affected by the sample. Thus, the conclusions will apply to a 
group of mostly female, well-educated young adults living in urban areas, and should 
not be generalised further. Also noteworthy is that some of the respondents were 
affiliated with the Finnish Red Cross; this might have an impact on the organisation's 
analysis results. The fact that its reputation, although good, was in all cases the least 
affected by strategic or dialogic PR, may be partly due to the sample. It could be 
expected that Red Cross volunteers generally consider the organisation to have a good 
reputation, regardless of how they see its online public relations.
The limitations of the sample also mean that the study cannot answer all questions 
evoked by previous research: for example, the issue of taking different publics and 
citizen segments into account (presented in chapter 6) is left for further research. 
Another limitation of the study is the restricted number of NGOs: it is clear that my 
findings cannot represent the whole sphere of civic activism. For these reasons I argue 
that further research on the subject is needed. A broader sample of respondents as well 
as organisations would bring more depth into the issue. Even if the sample would stay 
demographically similar to mine, increasing the number of respondents would provide 
more reliable results and more detailed analysis.
While I claim that I have aimed to take questions of validity and reliability into account 
in my survey, a possibility of misunderstanding naturally still exists. It is possible that 
the respondents of my survey have not understood the statements in the same way I 
meant them, which of course would affect the data. Nevertheless, as long as the focus of
the study is in members of the public, some differences in thinking are inevitable. As the
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survey statements were based on my theoretical background and the main concepts 
operationalised in the same way, I believe the results of the study could be repeated. 
Theoretically, the findings above could be regarded as both surprising and expected. My
theoretical base in functional public relations research would suggest that the idea level 
of strategy is a key component along with the practical level – if not, perhaps, even 
more crucial. However, if excellent public relations were to be measured via reputation, 
my results show that at least in this sample, the two parts have unequal impacts. 
Although the dialogic PR qualities were measured with more variables and thus their 
overall effect can understandably exceed that of strategic PR, the difference was present
even when comparing single independent dialogic variables with strategic ones. The 
original theorists' emphasis on strategy and management of public relations is 
understandable when taking into account the functional mindset: advising organisations 
on how to get the most out of their PR activity is certainly also a question of strategy 
and management. When, as in my case, the attention turns to publics and their views on 
PR, it is clear that the points of focus have also shifted somewhat. 
While the dominance of dialogic PR in the results might come as a surprise from certain
theoretical viewpoints, from a critical angle it does not. Satisfaction + usefulness of 
information and control mutuality, which constantly stood out as good explaining 
variables, could both be classified as symbols of power and self-actualisation. The 
feelings of perceived control and satisfaction that they represent refer to a similar line of
thought. It appears that in order for an NGO to have a good reputation, publics must feel
the organisation in a way exists for them, and they get something personally valuable 
out of it: be it the ability to influence the NGO's actions, much-needed information or 
something else. This could be seen as a shift in more traditional – and criticised – power
relations between organisations and publics, in which the organisation more or less 
dominates the interaction and its course. 
It is fascinating to note that even though the survey questions about strategic PR 
qualitites generally received more positive – or less neutral – answers than the ones 
about dialogic PR, the latter still seems to have a stronger effect on reputation. The fact 
that the organisations' strategies and missions are generally well known and supported is
not surprising, as all three were chosen to this study based on factors that most likely 
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enhance their popularity. Still, if the idea level of strategy has a relatively smaller effect 
on reputation that the practical level, it could indicate that changes are in progress – this 
sample may have started to put more value on the relationship-building processes in 
practice. The constantly changing online environment, especially social media, offers 
new opportunities to create dialogue between NGOs and publics on a regular basis – as 
previous research indicates, all of the potential may not be used, but it certainly seems 
to be appreciated.
Comparing the analysis results with Kelleher's online public relations theories (see 
chapter 3) shows some interesting differences. Kelleher (2009) emphasises two 
concepts which he sees as the most important ones: conversational human voice and 
communicated relational commitment. Conversational human voice roughly refers to 
actual human contact from the organisation's side when interacting with publics – in my 
study, its best equivalent would be the dialogic loop variable. As the results show, there 
were nevertheless problems with the variable's statistical significance and its overall 
effect on reputation appears to be very low. This is a clear contrast to Kelleher's theory –
in my study, actual contact with a member of an NGO does not seem to have a great 
deal of importance. 
Perhaps the time frame from Kelleher's theory (2009) to this day has some impact – 
before social media sites fully made their breakout, online public relations was 
significantly more centred on web pages and most likely felt more one-sided to a 
member of the public. Most of today's social media tools have a sort of built-in 
conversational human voice – to what degree, is another question, but one could still 
argue that conversational human voice has become a norm in online public relations. 
That may also be a reason behind its apparent unimportance – perhaps it is just being 
taken for granted. 
Hallahan (2003), on the other hand, theorises online public relations and relationship 
building in terms of antecedents, processes and consequences, as explained previously 
in chapter 3. The antecedents, factors that influence the relationship building process, 
could be roughly compared to the closeness variable here – they refer to attitudes 
situated deep in publics as well as the organisations. The NGOs' existing ability to make
use of online and social media tools could also be classified as an antedecent. However, 
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the consequences of online-built relationships are more of an interest for me in this 
study. To name an example, Hallahan mentions publics' subsequent activity and 
engagement in issues close to the organisation, as well as general attitudes towards the 
organisation, and its familiarity among publics (ibid.). These factors somewhat depict 
my interpretation of NGOs' reputation, and it would be natural to expect that the results 
of attempts to build relationships would show in those assessments. 
Hallahan points out that the processes of relationship building include for example 
attitude formation among publics (2003). If an NGO's reputation is the consequence, 
those attitude formation processes could then be compared with my findings: control 
mutuality, satisfaction and usefulness of information are the factors in the relationship 
building process that have the greatest effect on the end result. From the side of the 
NGOs this could mean that creating – and maintaining – a relationship with publics 
should involve a great deal of those qualities: letting people know that their voice truly 
counts for something in the organisation, and producing content with the publics' needs 
in mind. 
What do the results tell about the nature of online public relations in general, then? The 
fact that publics (at least the ones that were visible in my research) seem to appreciate 
control mutuality, satisfaction and usefulness of information when evaluating reputation
could be linked to broader theoretical frames as well. The results more or less describe a
world where online public relations is not only about organisations affecting publics, but
also about publics getting something valuable. In a way, both parties win, and the 
processes of PR could be seen as negotiations. A so-called win-win zone in public 
relations has been associated with two-way symmetrical public relations, which the 
results are reminiscent of. The idea also corresponds to the idealistic social role of PR, 
which sees public relations creating dialogue between organisations and publics, and 
emphasises that both parties gain something in the process. 
Although the idealistic social role is separate from the critical one, at least in the 
aforementioned authors' works, they may not always be that different from each other: if
the critical social role emphasises the de- and reconstruction of public relations as well 
as constant improvement, I feel it could also be applied here. My results support a shift 
from traditional, asymmetrical, upside-down PR paradigms to newer, more dialogical 
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forms of public relations, where the publics want to take at least some of the matters in 
their own hands. I see this development as a combination of both the idealistic and 
critical social roles and see no reason why online public relations could not fulfill both. 
Online public relations is still a constantly changing field of PR. The tools and uses 
progress at a remarkable speed, which brings NGOs a set of new challenges. They also 
offer a pool of potential for developing PR practices at the same time. These, according 
to Surman and Reilly (2003) include better possibilities for mobilising publics and 
advancing equity and inclusion in spreading information. According to my research 
results, my sample public takes these ideas into consideration – they evaluate NGOs, 
and especially areas such as their responsibility and ability to develop, precisely based 
on these concepts. Although the reputations of the Finnish Red Cross, Amnesty 
International and Finn Church Aid are generally positive, their further development is 
clearly appreciated. This means that as much as online public relations is a new mindset 
or platform for the organisations, it is also a way for the publics to interact, evaluate and
influence the NGOs themselves.
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Place of residence: Capital area/Other town with more than 50 000 inhabitants/Other 
town with less than 50 000 inhabitants/Other
Highest level of education attended: Comprehensive/Secondary/Bachelor level/Master 
level
How much do you use the internet on average?: More than 5 hours a day/3 to 5 hours a 
day/1 to 3 hours a day/Less than an hour a day/Couple of times a week/Less
Do you currently work in any of the organisations in question (Finnish Red Cross, 
Amnesty International, Finn Church Aid)?: Yes/No
Statements:
I am familiar with the organisation
I have followed the organisation's work via internet
I get most of the information I have about the organisation from internet
I have donated money for the organisation during the last year
I have volunteered actively in the organisation during the last year
I appreciate the organisation's work
I almost never come across the organisation in the media
In my opinion, the organisation is one of the best known ones in Finland
The organisation is capable of developing its action
The organisation follows current trends and dares to make changes
The organisation continuously aims to make its work better
I think the organisation's work is ethical and responsible
The work of the organisation supports sustainable development
The organisation stands out when compared with other similar NGOs
The organisation is the most prominent one in its field in Finland
The organisation is the best actor in its field in Finland
I know the values on which the organisation bases its work
I support the organisation's value base
I know the main missions of the organisation
I support the main missions of the organisation
I feel the organisation takes citizens' opinions into account
I cannot influence the organisation's work online, even if I wanted to
I trust the organisation's ability to achieve its missions
I trust the organisation as a representative of citizens
I am satisfied with the work of the organisation
The organisation publishes useful information online
I am not interested in the work of the organisation
I feel the organisation wants to maintain a relationship with ordinary citizens
If I contact the organisation online, I will get a response
If I want to, I am able to have conversation online with a representative of the 
organisation
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